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JURISDICTION
This Court has jurisdiction in this matter under Utah Code Ann. § 78-2a-3(2)(j)
(1996).
ISSUES FOR REVIEW
I.

Did the trial court correctly grant a directed verdict because it

determined that, as a matter of law, Heritage Savings Bank ("Heritage") did not
have a duty to bid (or otherwise credit) the fair market value of a parcel at the
foreclosure sale?
"'This court's standard of review of a directed verdict is the same as that imposed
upon a trial court.' . . . A trial court is justified in granting a direct verdict only if,
examining all evidence in a light most favorable to the non-moving party, there is no
competent evidence that would support a verdict in the non-moving party's favor."
Merino v. Albertson's, Inc., 975 P.2d 467, 468 (Utah 1999) {quotingManagement Comm.
of Graystone Pines Homeowners Ass 'n v. Graystone Pines, Inc., 652 P.2d 896, 898 (Utah
1982)). In granting the directed verdict, the trial court ruled that as a matter of law,
Heritage did not have any such duty. This legal determination is reviewed for
correctness. Turnbaugh v. TurnbaugK 793 P.2d 940, 941 (Utah Ct. App. 1990).
II.

Does sequential foreclosure of more than one piece of collateral, where

there is no deficiency action filed, come within § 57-1-32 or otherwise constitute a
deficiency action for which a fair market value is determined for the first property
foreclosed?
This is a legal issue reviewed for correctness. Id.
1

III.

Did the lower court correctly dismiss the equitable unjust enrichment

claims because it had decided the underlying contract rlaiiu on iiu mt nli iill
at.

DETERMINATIVE STATUTES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS1
Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-21 (1998) provides, in relevant part:
5 "/ 1 2.1 I i i istees of ti i ist deeds Qi lalificati : i is
i

• •

•• •

i AK, trustee of a trust deed shall be:
(ii) any depository institution as defined in Section 7-1-103, or insurance
company authorized to do business in I Itah under the laws of \ J tab or ib<
United States,

(

; ii. -Liiuiec u.; J . •;.- iiu-J n o_ uui be due henelkiarx ol the liust viced,
unless the beneficiary is qualified to be a trustee under Subsection (l)(a)(ii),
(iii), (v), or ( vi)

A copy of the 199K versioi i. of I Jtal I Code Am t § 5 ) 1 21 is contained ii I til le
/ \ < Icll I'IIII I ii I III I I I .mi! Ill . i l l /

'

• .

Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-27 (1998) provides:
(1) On the date and at the time and place designated in the notice ul ;>aie. iht
trustee or the attorney for the trustee shall sell the property at public auction u- -nc
highest bidder. The trustee, or the attorney for the trustee, may conduct the sale
and act as the auctioneer. The trustor, or his successor in interest, if present at the
sale, may direct the order in which the trust property shall be sold, if the proper)
consists of several known lots or parcels which can be sold to advantage
separately. The trustee or attorne\ for the trustee shall follow these direction- *ny
person, including the beneficiaiy oi hustec «-vi\ '-:,•! :•' *S ale

1

The determinative statutes listed here are tue versions v\ eiieel during »he rele\ M
period, i.e., 1996-19i)S. e u p o ^f v hiu: .tie contained ;-i the Addendu \ *i !.
'\;1
references to statutes contained in this bnei are \v :ne • ersions iii effect from 19%-98.
2

A copy of the 1998 version of Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-27 is contained in the
Addendum at Tab B.
Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-32 (1998) provides:
At any time within three months after any sale of property under a trust deed, as
hereinabove provided, an action may be commenced to recover the balance due
upon the obligation for which the trust deed was given as security, and in such
action the complaint shall set forth the entire amount of the indebtedness which
was secured by the trust deed, the amount for which such property was sold, and
the fair market value thereof at the date of sale. Before rendering judgment, the
court shall find the fair market value at the date of sale of the property sold. The
court may not render judgment for more than the amount by which the amount by
which the amount of the indebtedness with interest, costs, and expenses of sale,
including trustee's and attorney's fees, exceeds the fair market value of the
property as of the date of the sale. In any action brought under this section, the
prevailing party shall be entitled to collect its costs and reasonable attorney fees in
bringing an action under this section.
A copy of the 1998 version of Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-32 is contained in the
Addendum at Tab C.
NATURE OF THE CASE,2 COURSE OF PROCEEDINGS, AND DISPOSITION,
This case involves Heritage's sequential foreclosure of two pieces of real property
pledged by Five F under a trust deed to secure a $1.2 million loan on which Five F
defaulted. At trial, Five F claimed that Heritage, as the trust deed beneficiary, should have
bid the purported fair market value of the parcel at the first foreclosure sale so as to avoid

2

Five F's "Statement of the Case" is defective because it improperly contains numerous
factual assertions without any record citation. Because of this failure, Heritage will
respond directly only to Five F's "Statement of Facts." Further, Five F discusses in a
number of places earlier rulings of the lower court that it asserts are allegedly
inconsistent with the Court's final directed verdict ruling. (See App. Br. at 8-12.) The
purpose of Five F's discussion of these earlier rulings is puzzling since courts may
amend or change their views of the law before the end of trial, and Five F points to no
contrary authority.
3

foreclosing on a second parcel At the conclusion of all u.. ^, ; ^ I K _ ai AUI,

theory of liability under the Utah trust deed statute, Utah Code Ann. § 57-1 19 to 45
("Trust Deed Statute"), or Utah law,3 Five F appeals from a final judgment entered by the
Honorable J. Phillip hves ol the bllli I nlu ial Disliu I I 'ouil lni \V;r.Illusion ('ouiih \ in
I lo\ e n ibei: 29, 2001, gi ai iting a directed verdict to Heritage. (R1826 at 850:104.,) Copies
ofthe relevant portion .:•! the transcript containing the Oi.ii • .n:-f . n ling (Rl 826 ,• N-1" ' "852:25), the Ordci v.iranung bticiuuiiii >
. Iviiii.o,, -:

nc^^u , ^a.*,

* .

*;

STATEMENT OF FACTS 4
^ : \ F i<; a limited liability company established u> uc\eiop leal estate in
:.« r^v' a

Tc:n \ lei ") is the i i lai lagii lg

member uf Five 1. (K1623 at 31 .-,-4, i'laiiiiifrs Lxhibit 1 at 3.)

Ihe complete absence o! ,u ^ ivu-ii ..-'ihnn'v lor Five r\s position is demonstrated b>
Five F's Appellant's Brief, v lu< if contain-- a grand loi.tl of six case citations not one of
which addresses the issues in tins case, /.i . whether Heritage had a duly to bid (or
otherwise credit the fait UM. Wt \:ilne at "-e foreclosure sHe ^-V^T-M M~ ^ofir;..»1r, -,
is filed.
In 27 of Five f - r ' puiporied facts. Fixe :• uies < i.=; -»ihe Amended Proposed
Pretrial Order R 15 ;X." {"'Proposed Orde!**). Because i i\e I agularlv cites to that
Proposed Order \ « ry-w eontained in Aodendun- at I ib < i
4

e

2.

In March of 1996, Five F5 entered into a purchase agreement with Phillip

Foremaster (the "Purchase Agreement") for 46 acres of raw land on River Road,
St. George, Utah (the "River Road Property") at a purchase price of $4.7 million. (R1823
at 29:5-12, 48:15-22.) Five F hoped to develop commercial buildings, retail space, and
other buildings on the River Road Property. (R1823 at 29:9-16.)
3.

In the Purchase Agreement, Five F agreed to pay Foremaster $10,000 down

and $10,000 per month in earnest money through August 1996, $1,114,000 on
September 15, 1996 (the "September 15 Payment"), and approximately $1,000,000 in
annual payments thereafter until the purchase price was paid in full. (R1823 at 48:2049:4.) Failure to make the September 15 Payment would result in Five F's forfeiture of
the $60,000 paid in earnest money.
4.

Throughout the summer of 1996, Five F unsuccessfully attempted to obtain

a "bridge loan" from other banks or short-term funding from brokers. (R1823 at 79:1780:2,95:23-96:6.)
Five F's Loan Application to Heritage
5.

In late August 1996 Five F approached Heritage for a $1.2 million "bridge

loan" to make the September 15 Payment while seeking elsewhere permanent financing
for its River Road Property development. (R1823 at 29:17-30:2, 49:15-21, 80:4-9;
R1824 at 301:21-23; R1826 at 737:12-17.)

5

Net Capital Construction ("NCCC"), a company owned by Fowler, was the original
party to the Purchase Agreement. Five F succeeded to NCCC's interest. (R1823 at
52:3-10.)
5

6.

On September 5, 1996, Kerry Soper, a consultant employed by Five F,

sent a letter to Heritage on behalf of Five F (the "September 5 Letter5) stating:
The loan that Ray Fowler/NCCC has requested from Heritage Savings Bank to
allow for the closing of the purchase of the subject property is truly a bridge loan
and is not intended to be long term. Our organization is 100% confident that the
larger funds needed to continue the project will be delivered as agreed and on a
timely basis.
(R1823 at 52:3-54:9, 205:17-206:24; Plaintiffs Exhibit 61.)
7.

As proposed collateral for the loan, Five F offered a 10.44 acre piece of

River Road Property (the "Parcel")6 as collateral. The Parcel was raw commercial land,
its frontage was limited, and it had an uncertain value. (1824 at 394:23-395:15.) As a
result, it was more difficult to sell than developed land. (R1824 at 395:10-11.) Given
these circumstances, Heritage's loan committee and board of directors would not approve
the loan without additional collateral, and Heritage so informed Five F. (R1823 at 86112; R1824 at 306:20-22, 394:19-395:11, 396:10-17.) Thereafter, Five F readily agreed to
pledge two four-plexes along with the Parcel as collateral to obtain the loan. (R1823 at
86:13-19.) Five F understood that all of the collateral pledged would be at risk if Five F
defaulted. (R1823 at 93:10-18, 211:11-13.)

6

This 10.44 acre Parcel was part of the 46 acres purchased from Foremaster which parcel
Foremaster was willing to subordinate for the Heritage loan from which he would be
paid the $1,114,000.00 September 15 Payment. (R1823 at 50:8-10.)
On September 10, 1996, in advance of making the loan Heritage ordered an appraisal on
the Parcel for the purpose of considering the loan, which came in at $1,650,000 (the
"Johnson Appraisal"). (R1824 at 307:17-25; Johnson Appraisal, Plaintiffs Exhibit 21.)
Heritage also ordered appraisals on the two four-plexes (the "Rynearson Appraisals"),
each of was appraised at $306,000. (R1824 at 308:1-15; Rynearson Appraisals,
Plaintiffs Exhibits 22 and 23.)
6

The Loan Agreement and Trust Deed
8.

On September 12, 1996, Five F executed a promissory note for the

$1,200,000 loan (the "Note"), secured by a Trust Deed With Assignment of Rents on the
Parcel and the two four-plexes (the "Trust Deed"). (R1823 at 86:20-9, 87:25-88:5,
89:16-90:22, 92:12-23; Plaintiffs Exhibits 1 and 2, copies of which are contained in the
Addendum at Tabs H and I.) The Note was also guaranteed by Mr. and Mrs. Fowler
individually. (Note; Plaintiffs Exhibit 1 at 3, attached at Tab H.)
9.

Under the Note, Five F was to make payments of $10,250 on November 1

and December 1, 1996, with a payoff of the balance due on December 31, 1996. (Note,
Plaintiffs Exhibit 1 at 1, attached at Tab H; R1823 at 89:1-11.)
10.

Under the Trust Deed, Heritage was the beneficiary, and Five F was the

trustor. (Trust Deed, Plaintiffs Exhibit 2, attached at Tab I.) Heritage was designated as
trustee, as permitted by Utah law. See Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-21(2).
Five F's Default
11.

Five F failed to pay off the Note by the due date of December 31, 1996.

(R1823 at 100:8-102:18.)
12.

On January 8, 1997, Heritage sent Five F a default notice pursuant to the

Trust Deed and Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-27. (R1823 at 103:23-104:6; Default Notice,
Plaintiffs Exhibit 6.)

8

The Note provided for a 5% late fee if Five F did not pay within five days of the due
date, default interest at 18% if Five F did not pay within 15 days of the due date, and
recovery of Heritage's costs and attorney fees incurred in foreclosure. (Note at 1-2,
attached at Tab H; R1823 at 89:16-90:22.)
7

13.

By letter dated February 11, 1997, Heritage agreed that if Five F paid

$240,000 on or before February 12, 1997, Heritage would release its Trust Deed lien on
one of the two four-plexes. (R1823 at 106:4-110:6; Letter dated 2/11/97, Plaintiffs
Exhibit 7.) On February 12, 1997, Five F made a $240,000 payment and, accordingly,
Heritage released its Trust Deed lien on the second four-plex. (R1823 at 109:2-110:7-9.)
Five F's Bankruptcy Filing
14.

On May 23, 1997, before Heritage could proceed to a foreclosure sale, Five

F filed a Chapter 11 bankruptcy petition. (Bankruptcy Order dated 12/10/97, Plaintiffs
Exhibit 28 at 81J 2.1; R1823 at 112:12-15.) The bankruptcy filing effectively gave Five F
ian additional year to try to obtain financing for its development or to sell the Parcel.
15.

On February 18, 1998, the bankruptcy court approved the Chapter 11 plan

proposed by Five F (the "Plan"), which provided that if Five F was unable to sell the
Parcel by May 31, 1998, Heritage could proceed with its foreclosure of the Trust Deed
properties. (Bankruptcy Order dated 12/10/97, Plaintiffs Exhibit 28 at 11 Tf 6.3; R1823
at 125:1-11.) The Plan specifically set forth the order of foreclosure: "In the event the
[Parcel] has not sold by May 31, 1998 or the Class 3 Claimant9 is not paid the allowed
amount of its claim by that date, Class 3 may continue its foreclosure proceedings on that
property in accordance with state law. In the event of such foreclosure and should Class
3 not be paid in full therefrom, Class 3 may then continue its foreclosure proceedings on
the four-plex . . . mentioned above." (Bankruptcy Order dated 12/10/97, Plaintiffs

9

Heritage was the Class 3 claimant. (Bankruptcy Order dated 12/10/97, Plaintiffs
Exhibit 28 at 9 \ 4.3.)
8

Exhibit 28 at 1 H 6.3; R1824 at 244:18-245:11; Bankruptcy Order, Defendant's Exhibit
85.)
The Foreclosure Sale on the 10.44 Acre Parcel
16.

Five F failed to pay off the loan by the May 31, 1998 deadline set in the

Plan. As a consequence, Heritage noticed the foreclosure sale of the Parcel. (R1823 at
125:1-9.)
17.

In advance of the scheduled foreclosure sale on the Parcel, Heritage sought

to "make the real estate market aware of this upcoming foreclosure" to increase the
potential of a third party buyer. (R1824 at 443:9-15.) Brian Chadaz, the President of
Heritage, "went through a directory of real estate professionals in the area, [and]
identified those individuals who themselves or perhaps [may] have clients who would be
interested in purchasing this property." (R1824 at 443:16-23.) Heritage then sent out a
letter to thirty-three individuals so identified, stating:
Heritage Savings Bank is foreclosing on a prime piece of real estate property.
Attached is a copy of a notice that will be appearing in the Spectrum periodically
prior to the foreclosure sale which will take place on July 13th, 1998. This
property is located in one of the prime commercial areas in Washington County.
If you are interested or have a client who may be interested in this property please
contact me. I would be happy to provide further information regarding this
property.
(P,l 824 at 444:5-446:4; Letter to Real Estate Professionals, Exhibit 90.) These efforts
went far beyond the notice requirements of the Trust Deed or the Trust Deed Statute.10

On April 3, 1998, three months before the sale, Heritage ordered another appraisal on
the Parcel from Morley & McConkie (the "Morley & McConkie Appraisal"), which
valued the Parcel at $1,380,000. (R1824 at 348:11-349:7; Morley & McConkie
Appraisal, Plaintiffs Exhibit 27.)
9

18.

In accordance with Section 57-1-25 of the Trust Deed Statute, Heritage

published the required notice of sale. (R1825 at 440:6-9; Notice of Sale, Defendant's
Exhibit 88.) It also ran additional advertisements of the foreclosure sale in The Spectrum
to provoke interest. (R1825 at 446:14-18; Advertisement, Defendant's Exhibit 89.)
19.

On July 13, 1998, Heritage's attorney conducted the foreclosure sale of the

Parcel. At the time of the foreclosure sale, Heritage calculated that the total amount due
and owing under the Note, including costs and attorney fees, was $1,314,685.33. (R1824
at 351:20-25.) Heritage hoped that someone else would successfully bid at the
foreclosure sale,11 but there were no bids from third parties. (R1825 at 458:4-6, 458:2122.) Heritage credit bid the amount of $1,090,000 which was the only and high bid. "
Five F was represented by Fowler at the foreclosure sale but did not bid, and did not
object to Heritage's bid. (R1823 at 125:7-25; R1824 at 257:10-12; R1825 at 457:8-17.)
20.

Pursuant to Section 57-1-27, as the high bidder, Heritage obtained full title

to the Parcel. (R1825 at 458:23-459:2.)
21.

Five F asserts, without record citation, that Heritage had "absolute

certainty" that its credit bid for the Parcel "was hundreds of thousands of dollars less than

1]

A bank "invariably prefer[s] to have cash" as opposed to raw land, and Heritage hoped
a third party would bid. (R1826 at 718:19-719:2, 778:12-19.)
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Mr. Beesley testified that in calculating Heritage's bid, "we didn't really know at that
time, have any idea at that time what that property was really worth. All we knew was
that Mr. Fowler couldn't sell it for what he owed and that nobody else wanted to buy it
that we knew of. So that was our . . . strategy. And . . . we looked at all kinds of things.
But at the end of the day we . . . structured our bids to obtain the collateral so that we
would have . . . the protection that we were offered when we made the loan. " (R1826
at 720:7-15.)
10

fair market value . . ." (App. Br. at 7.) The record evidence is to the contrary. At the
time of the bid, the total amount due and owing under the Note was $1,314,685.33. (See
% 19, supra.) The most recent appraisal of the Parcel obtained by Heritage was
$1,380,000.00. (See footnote 10, supra.) Moreover, everyone in this case, including
Fowler and Five F's economic expert, Derk Rasmussen, admitted the Parcel had
uncertain value, (R1825 at 588:5-8 (Rasmussen testimony)), and was difficult to sell.
(R1826 at 830:11-831:3 (Fowler testimony).) Finally, Five F's assertion lacks reality. If
the Parcel really had excess value, then Five F, acting in its own interest, or a third party
would have bid a higher amount at the foreclosure sale and captured this purported excess
value.
22.

Pursuant to the Trust Deed Statute (Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-29), the

proceeds of the foreclosure sale were applied first to the foreclosure costs and then to the
outstanding debt, leaving a balance owing on the Note of approximately $229,000.
(R1824 at 261:14-20, 364:3-5; R1825 at 459:8-14.)
23.

Five F asserts that Heritage "manipulated" the Trust Deed bidding process.

(App. Br. at 14.) However, Five F never points to any step in the foreclosure sale process
which was contrary to the Trust Deed, the Trust Deed Statute, or other law. Indeed, at
the conclusion of trial, Judge Eves asked Five F's counsel if he could point to any action
by Heritage in specific violation of the Trust Deed or statutory procedure and he
answered that he could not. (R1826 at 842:21-843:6.)13

13

The following dialogue took place at trial:
11

24.

Despite constant efforts at selling the Parcel and its own development"

work with the City of St. George beginning immediately after the foreclosure sale,
Heritage was not able to sell the Parcel for over two years. In October 2000, Heritage
was finally able to sell the Parcel for $1,682,000, on terms favorable to the buyer.
(R1824 at 389:4-8; R1825 at 466:15-20.)
25.

Not even including the time and effort devoted to the marketing of the

Parcel by Heritage, the 2000 sales price of the Parcel was not appreciably higher than the
foreclosure sale price plus default interest and sales costs. (R1826 at 793:25-796:4.)
The Foreclosure Sale on the Remaining Four-Plex
26.

On July 14, 1998, Heritage sent a notice of foreclosure sale for the

remaining four-plex. (R1823 at 127:11-16; Notice of Trustee Sale dated 7/14/98,
Plaintiffs Exhibit 112.)
27.

Five F sought to enjoin that foreclosure sale by filing this action. Its

motion for preliminary injunction was denied by the trial court. (R68-69.) Five F then
filed an Emergency Motion for Temporary Stay with the Utah Supreme Court, which was
denied. See Five F, L.L.C. v. Heritage Savings Bank, No. 981461 (August 12, 1998),
(R56-57).

THE JUDGE: . . . Assuming that your version of the facts is absolutely true in this case,
and setting aside the question of what's fair, was there anything here done that was not
permissible under the foreclosure statutes or the agreement of the parties?
MR. HATHAWAY [for Five F]: No.
(R1826 at 842:21-843:1.)
12

28.

Following the decisions of the trial and supreme courts in this case, the

foreclosure sale on the four-plex took place on August 12, 1998. At that foreclosure sale,
Heritage credit bit $210,000. (R1823 at 128:16-24.) As the high (and only) bidder at the
foreclosure sale, Heritage acquired title to the four-plex. (R1824 at 369:13-16; R1825 at
460:2-13.)
29.

Citing only to the Pretrial Order, Five F asserts in its Statement of Facts

that "Heritage had a buyer for the four-plex lined up prior to August 12, 1998, for a
purchase price of $280,000. (Amended Proposed Pretrial Order R1538)." (App. Br. at
17 Tf 25.) Although it is irrelevant, that statement is, in any event, absolutely false. The
Amended Proposed Pretrial Order contains no such statement nor is there evidence
anywhere else in the record to support such an assertion.14
30.

Although the amount of the loan was not fully extinguished by the two

foreclosure sales, Heritage never pursued a deficiency action against Five F or against
Fowler and his wife, the guarantors of the Note. (R1824 at 262:13-19; R1825 at 461:714.)

After Heritage acquired the four-plex, Mr. Chadaz talked with the property manager
about the possibility of managing the four-plex for Heritage. The manager then asked
whether Heritage was interested in selling the four-plex, and Mr. Chadaz indicated that
Heritage might be interested. The property manager did, in fact, bring a party forward,
and Heritage sold the four-plex to that party on August 31, 1998, for $280,000 on
favorable contract terms. (R1824 at 372:7-25; R1825 at 461:23-463:2.)
13

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENTS
The fundamental issue in this case is whether a trustee or beneficiary under a trust
deed has a duty to bid (or otherwise credit) the fair market value of property at a
foreclosure sale where other collateral exists that may be subsequently foreclosed to
satisfy the debt.15 It is undisputed that no such duty is imposed by the Utah Trust Deed
Statute, Utah case law, or the Note and Trust Deed in this case. Five F cites no contrary
authority from Utah or any other jurisdiction to support its novel theory. Rather, Five F
attempts to manufacture this new and unprecedented duty under four different theories,
each of which fails as a matter of law.
In fact, Five F seeks to overturn the long-standing process of nonjudicial
foreclosures in Utah. Public policy, as incorporated in the Utah Trust Deed Statute,
permits lenders to credit bid at foreclosure sales whatever amount they deem prudent to
protect their interests after default. Thus, Five F seeks to amend the Trust Deed Statute to
impose a fair market value bidding requirement in foreclosure sales where the legislature
has determined not to impose one. Five F's position would be an unprecedented shift in

Five F does not clearly articulate what, in its view, Heritage did wrong in connection
with the foreclosure sales. In several places, Five F describes Heritage's bid as less than
the fair market value or "too low," (App. Br. at 7, 29), implying that Heritage should
have made a fair market value bid. In other places, Five F asserts that Heritage bid for
and acquired the Parcel at a price which it allegedly knew was less than the appraised
value, (id. at 7), implying that Heritage should have bid the alleged appraised value. In
still other places, Five F describes Heritage simply as having foreclosed on the Parcel
which had a value it knew was in excess of the outstanding debt, (id. at 21, 23, 25),
implying that whatever Heritage chose to bid, it should have not been able to proceed
with foreclosure of the four-plex. Both for analytical simplicity and for practical
reasons discussed elsewhere, Heritage describes Five F's position as an argument that
Heritage had a duty to bid the fair market value.
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the law with far-reaching adverse impact on the lending market. Moreover, although it
nowhere acknowledges it, Five F's argument effectively would transform the nonjudicial
foreclosure process into a judicial foreclosure process. Such an approach would shift to
lenders new risks and impose additional costs, inevitably impacting the efficiencies of the
foreclosure process and increasing costs for both borrowers and lenders in the mortgage
market.
ARGUMENT
I.

THE LAW IMPOSES NO DUTY ON A TRUST DEED BENEFICIARY TO
BID THE FAIR MARKET VALUE OF THE PARCEL AT THE
FORECLOSURE SALE.
A.

The Operation Of Utah's Trust Deed Statute Provides A Weil-Defined
Procedure For Foreclosure, Which Heritage Followed.

A trust deed is a document by which a borrower pledges real property to a lender
as security for a loan. Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-19(3); (R1825 at 674:8-11.) Under Utah*s
Trust Deed Statute there are three parties to a trust deed: a trustor/borrower (in this case,
Five F), a trustee who handles the foreclosure sale in case of a default (in this case,
Heritage), and a beneficiary/lender (Heritage). Utah Code Ann. § 57-l-19(l)-(6); (R1825
at 674:14-21.) In Utah, under specified circumstances, the same party can be both the
beneficiary and trustee.16 Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-21(2) (R1825 at 675:17-676:1.)

There are only certain parties that can fill this dual role. See Utah Code Ann. §57-121(2).
15

The Trust Deed Statute creates a mechanism for foreclosing on property without
the involvement of the courts as an efficient mechanism for lenders to satisfy a defaulted
obligation through recourse to the collateral.
In the event a borrower fails to repay and defaults on a loan, the beneficiary can
send a notice of default, followed by a notice of a foreclosure sale on the real property.
Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-23; (R1825 at 675:6-16.) On the date and at the time
and place designated in the notice of sale, the trustee is required to sell the property "at
public auction to the highest bidder." Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-27. The foreclosure sale is
"a way of turning land into cash . . . to satisfy the debt." (R1825 at 679:18-23.)
"Any person, including the beneficiary or trustee, may bid at the sale." Utah Code
Ann. § 53-1-27. There is no minimum amount anyone, including the beneficiary, must
bid. (R1825 at 684:19-685:2.)

A beneficiary may "credit bid" whereby the beneficiary

simply bids a credit toward the debt rather than bidding with cash. (Rl 825 at 683:18684:7.) A trustor borrower may also bid at the sale, and indeed the philosophy of the
Trust Deed Statute is that if the value of the collateral exceeds the amount of the debt the
trustor/borrower will protect that "equity" by bidding itself.
Under Section 57-1-27, the trustee must sell the property to the highest bidder.
The only time that a trustee should reject the highest bid is when the bid is so low that it
"shocks the conscience" or reaches "unjust extremes." See Thomas v. Johnson, 801 P.2d
186, 188 (Utah Ct. App. 1990) (the remedy of setting aside a foreclosure sale is
appropriate only in cases which reach unjust extremes); Smith v. Jnhan, 311 F.2d 670,
672 (10th Cir. 1962) ("In this jurisdiction, it is well settled that a judicial sale regularly
16

made with notice and in the manner prescribed by law will not be denied confirmation
or be set aside for mere inadequacy in price unless the price is so grossly inadequate as to
shock the conscience of the court and is coupled with slight additional circumstances
indicating unfairness such as chilled bidding.").
Upon conclusion of the foreclosure sale, title passes to the successful bidder. Utah
Code Ann. § 57-1-28(2). "The trustee shall apply the proceeds of the trustee's sale, first,
to the costs and expenses of exercising the power of sale and of the sale . . . second, to
the payment of the obligation secured by the trust deed, and the balance, if any, to the
person or persons legally entitled to the proceeds . . . . " Id. § 57-1-29.
If the debt is not fully satisfied, the trustee may proceed to notice up additional
collateral for foreclosure sale. Pursuant to Utah's "one action rule," Id.. § 78-37-1. and
related case law, no collection lawsuit can be filed against a borrower under Section 571-32 until all real property collateral has been foreclosed. At that point, if the obligation
is not fully satisfied, a lender may file a deficiency action under Section 57-1-32.
B.

Utah's Trust Deed Statute Does Not Impose Any Duty On A
Beneficiary To Bid Fair Market Value At A Foreclosure Sale.

Utah's Trust Deed Statute sets out the rights and duties of the respective parties to
a trust deed. It does not impose any duty on a beneficiary (let alone a trustee) to bid fair
market value at a foreclosure sale, or even to bid at all. See, e.g., First State Bank v.
Keilman, 851 S.W.2d 914, 924 (Tex. Ct. App. 1993) ("[A] mortgagee is under no duty to
take affirmative action beyond that required by statute or the deed of trust to ensure a
'fair' sale

'"). The Utah Trust Deed Statute merely states:
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(1) On the date and at the time and place designated in the notice of sale, the trustee or
the attorney for the trustee shall sell the property at public auction to the highest
bidder. . . . Any person, including the beneficiary or trustee, may bid at the sale.
Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-27 (emphasis added). Thus, the permissive language that a
beneficiary may bid necessarily means that there is no obligation that it must bid.
Because a creditor-beneficiary has no duty to bid under the statute, it follows that it could
have no duty to bid the fair market value of property subject to a foreclosure sale.
The absence of any such duty on a beneficiary is confirmed by two other parts of
the Trust Deed Statute. Section 57-1-27 provides that the trustee "shall sell the property
at public auction to the highest bidder." Using the instant case as a hypothetical, if a third
party instead of Heritage had bid $1,090,000 for the Parcel, Heritage, acting as trustee,
would have been obligated by statute to accept that bid, would have credited that amount
against the Note and proceeded with the second foreclosure sale on the four-plex. In that
common circumstance, Five F would find itself in exactly the same place with no
conceivable complaint against anyone. (R1825 at 467:15-21.) Nevertheless, under Five
F's theory, Heritage presumably would have a duty to put in a higher bid—a view
directly at odds with Section 57-1-27. The fact that it was Heritage rather than a third
party that bid the $1,090,000 thus makes no legal difference, demonstrating the flaw in
Five F's argument.
In addition, the defense found in Section 57-1-32 regarding the fair market value
of foreclosed property is clearly limited to only one setting. Section 57-1-32 provides
that the "court shall find the fair market value at the date of sale of the property sold," //
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and when a subsequent deficiency action is filed. See Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-32.
Under rules of statutory construction, the inclusion of such a fair market value in the
deficiency action setting necessarily implies that no such treatment occurs in other
aspects of the Trust Deed Statute, including the foreclosure setting of Section 57-1-27.
See Biddle v. Washington Terrace City, 1999 UT 110,1} 14, 993 P.2d 875 ("statutory
construction presumes that the expression of one should be interpreted as the exclusion of
another"); Sorenson's Ranch Sch. v. Oram, 2001 UT App 354, If 11, 36 P.3d 528 (same).
Moreover, in addition to the fact that the Utah statute is clear, Five F cites no case
law or other authority to support its theory that Heritage was required to bid fair market
value at the foreclosure sale. Because Five F is arguing for a new, unprecedented legal
rule, its unsupported argument should be rejected.
Finally, Heritage's approach was consistent with existing practice in Utah. At
1R

trial, Heritage's foreclosure expert, Professor David Thomas,
Q.

testified:

...

Now, under those circumstances when Heritage came to credit bid at the, at
the July 13th sale, in your opinion was there anything improper about Heritage
coming in and entering a credit bid in the amount of $1,090,000?
A.

No.

' Section 57-1-32 allows the borrower to protect its equity before a deficiency judgment
against the Borrower is entered.
1

Professor Thomas' expert testimony comports with his definitive treatise on Utah
property law, co-authored with James Backman. See David A. Thomas and James H.
Backman, Thomas and Backman on Utah Real Property Law 773-74, 782-85 (1999).
19

(R1825 at685:3-686:4.)
Finally, there is a practicality in the legislature's creation of an efficient
nonjudicial foreclosure process, which Five F's theories would upset. Under Five F's
view, Heritage had a duty to bid the appraised value or fair market value of the parcel (or
credit one of those amounts against the Note irrespective of its bid). But this view simply
does not work in a nonjudicial foreclosure setting. If Five F's theory is that Heritage
should have bid (or recognized) the "appraised" value, there is the problem of
determining how to set the appraised value where there are multiple appraisals (as is
common and is the case here) or where the creditor and debtor have conflicting
appraisals. Those problems would inevitably lead to litigation over the "appraised" value
before a creditor could proceed with other foreclosures. If, on the other hand, Five F's
view is that Heritage should have bid the alleged "fair market value" (or credited that
value against the Note), there is the similar problem of ascertaining the fair market value
- a problem necessarily leading to litigation before a further foreclosure action could
proceed on other collateral. Thus, Five F's theory surely would convert the statutorily
prescribed nonjudicial foreclosure process into a judicial litigation process.

A trustee typically will refuse to sell to a high bidder only if the bid "is so low that it
shocks the conscience." (R1825 at 682:16-25.) Professor Thomas testified that
Heritage's bid was not so low that it would "shock the conscience." (R1825 at 683:26.)
20

II.

THERE IS NO LEGAL BASIS FOR ANY OF FIVE F'S
UNPRECEDENTED THEORIES THAT HERITAGE HAD A DUTY TO
BID THE FAIR MARKET VALUE AT THE FORECLOSURE SALE.
Faced with the clear and longstanding law that a trust deed beneficiary is free to

bid at the foreclosure sale, if it chooses to bid at all, whatever it determines will protect
its interest, Five F advances four unprecedented theories in an attempt to create a new
duty to bid fair market value. Each of these theories fails as a matter of law.
A.

Heritage Had No Duty To Bid Fair Market Value Because Of Its Status
As Trustee.

Five F's first theory is that Heritage had a duty to bid fair market value because, as
the trustee under the Trust Deed, it had a fiduciary duty to Five F to act in Five F's
interest, and that acting in Five F's interest meant bidding fair market value at the sale.
(See App. Br. at 7.) This theory is incorrect as a matter of law for two reasons. First,
under Utah law, a trust deed trustee-trustor relationship, standing alone, does not create a
fiduciary duty and Five F presented no evidence to establish any of the elements under
First Security Bank of Utah N.A. v. Banberry Crossing, 780 P.2d 1253, 1256 (Utah 1989)
(^Banberry") that would create such a duty. Second, even if Heritage, as trustee, had a
fiduciary duty to Five F, it does not impose on a trustee a duty to accept only a fair
market value bid or, when the trustee is also the beneficiary, even to make such a bid.
1.

The Trustee-Trustor Relationship, Standing Alone, Does Not
Create A Fiduciary Duty.

Under Utah law the trust deed trustee-trustor relationship, standing alone, does not
create a fiduciary duty. Rather, as the Utah Supreme Court has held, "the existence of a
duty between the trustee and trustor may be implied by the factual situation of a
21

particular case." Banberry, 780 P.2d at 1256. In other words, there is no duty unless the
plaintiff can show that certain factual predicates exist. The Court in Banberry held that a
fiduciary duty between a trust deed trustee and a trustor arises only if one of the
following three elements is established:
(a)

the trustor reposes its trust or confidence in the trustee and relies on the
trustee's guidance; or

(b)

the trustee could exercise extraordinary influence over the trustor; or

(c)

the trustee stands in a dominant position to the trustor.

Id
a.

Five F Presented No Evidence At Trial To Meet The
Banberry Criteria For A Fiduciary Relationship.

The undisputed evidence at trial demonstrated that Five F could show none of the
Banberry factors. As to Banberry's first factor, Five F presented no evidence that it
reposed trust or confidence in Heritage or relied on Heritage's guidance. Fowler testified
that Five F approached Heritage for the loan and did not rely on any advice from Heritage
about the River Road Project. (R1824 at 200:21-23.) Further, Fowler admitted that
Heritage had no input regarding Five F's business plan.20 (R1824 at 200:13-201:1.)
Indeed, Fowler acknowledged that Five F was "wholly independent from Heritage Bank
with respect to [the River Road Project]," (R1824 at 201:2-4), and that the transaction
was "arms-length." (R1824 at 202:5-10.) "When the parties deal 'at arm's length' or in

In its brief, Five F asserts that Fowler "shared confidential business plans and other
information with Heritage." (App. Br. at 19 ^f 32a.) But there is a critical difference
between disclosing plans to Heritage as part of a loan application process, as Five F did,
and seeking advice or guidance from Heritage on those plans, which Five F did not.
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an adversarial relationship, no fiduciary relationship can be said to exist." Gold
Standard, Inc. v. Getty Oil Co., 915 P.2d 1060, 1064 (Utah 1996). Thus, the evidence
shows that Five F placed no relevant trust or confidence in Heritage, nor did it rely on
Heritage's guidance.
With respect to Banberry's second factor, Five F presented no evidence that
Heritage exercised extraordinary influence over it. Indeed, Fowler admitted that there
was no such influence:
Q.

And at anytime in those discussions, (short inaudible, audio faded)
you were free to terminate negotiations and go somewhere else?

A.

Yes.

Q.

Fleritage had no influence or control over you in that respect?

A.

That's correct.

(R1824 at 202:11-17.) This testimony precludes any claim of ^extraordinary
influence" within the meaning of Banberry's second factor.
Finally, there was no evidence at trial supporting Banberry's third factor,
i.e., that Heritage was in a dominant position over Five F. A lender/borrower
relationship, without more, does not constitute a dominant relation. See First
Security Bank of Utah N.A. v. Banberry Development Corporation, 786 P.2d
1326, 1332 (Utah 1990) (noting that" 'relation of mortgagor and mortgagee is not
of a fiduciary character.'") (quoting Willettv. Herrick, 155 N.E. 589, 595 (Mass.
1927). At the time Five F approached Heritage for the loan, Five F had no other
outstanding loans with Heritage. (R1824 at 201:13-24.) Therefore, Heritage was
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not in any position to influence Five F's decisions. By Five F's own testimony,
the process of obtaining the loan was a "business negotiation" which Five F was
free to terminate at any time. (R1824 at 202:1-14.) Thus, Five F presents no
evidence to show Heritage was in a position to "dominate" Five F.21
Given Five F's evidentiary failure, none of the Banberry factors are met and
Heritage, as a trust deed trustee, had no fiduciary duty to Five F.
b.

Five F's Reliance On Blodgett Is Misplaced.

Five F nevertheless asserts that Heritage owed Five F a fiduciary duty as trustee,
without regard to the existence of any of the three Banberry factors. (App. Br. at 24-25.)
In its argument on this point, Five F ignores the controlling authority of Banberry and
relies instead on outdated and very general language in Blodgett v. Martsch, 590 P.2d
298, 302 (Utah 1970), which states: "[t]he duty of the trustee under a trust deed is greater
than the mere obligation to sell pledged property in accordance with the default
provisions of the trust deed instrument, it is to treat the trustor fairly and in accordance
with a high punctilio of honor." (App. Br. at 25 {citing Blodgett 590 P.2d at 302).) Five
F points to this language as the basis for its claim that Heritage as trustee owed it a
fiduciary duty. However, Five F's reliance on Blodgett is misplaced for two reasons.
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In its brief, Five F argues that u[g]iven the well-known 'golden rule' ('thems that got
the gold makes the rules'), Heritage could and did demand from Five F almost anything
that Heritage desired and Five F had to knuckle under or not get the loan." (App. Br. at
19 f 32b.) The standard lender-borrower relationship, which Five F tries to describe
colorfully, does not create the kind of "extraordinary influence" or "domination"
contemplated in Banberry.
24

First, Banberry clarified the very language in Blodgett on which Five F now
relies. Citing Blodgett, the Banberry Court explained:
And in cases [a] where a trustor reposes its trust or confidence in the trustee and
relies on the trustee's guidance or [b] where the trustee could exercise
extraordinary influence over the trustor or [c] where the trustee stands in a
dominant position to the trustor, // is possible that the trustee is bound by a
fiduciary duty to act in the interest of the trustor.
Banberry, 780 P.2d at 1256 (emphasis added). Thus, Banberry directly rejects Five F's
argument that a trust deed trustee has a fiduciary duty to a trustor irrespective of the
requisite showing that one of the three Banberry elements exists. Second, even if
considered without Banberry''s clarification, Blodgett's general fiduciary language
contains no suggestion that a trustee (or beneficiary) has any duty to bid any amount at a
foreclosure sale or that a trustee has duties different than those set forth in the statute.
2.

Even If Heritage, As Trustee, Had A Fiduciary Duty, That Duty
Did Not Require Heritage To Bid Fair Market Value At The
Foreclosure Sale.
99

Even if Heritage as trustee had a fiduciary duty to Five F, as a matter of law it
did not breach that duty. Heritage acted in strict accord with Utah law as well as with the
terms of the Trust Deed. Keilman, 851 S.W.2d at 925 ("a trustee fulfills his duty to act
with impartiality and fairness by strictly complying with the terms of the deed of trust"')As trustee, Heritage's express duties were to notice the default and sale and to conduct
" The trial court apparently found that Heritage had a fiduciary duty, as trustee, to Five F
although the trial court made no finding on whether Five F had made any evidentiary
showing as to the three factors. (R1826 at 849:2-8; 850:2-9.) Although the trial court
reached the correct result, i.e., Heritage acted in compliance with the Trust Deed Statute
and Trust Deed and therefore had no liability to Five F, the trial court incorrectly ruled
that Heritage had a fiduciary duty.
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the sale in accordance with the statute and Trust Deed, which it did. Under both
Paragraph 15 of the Trust Deed and Section 57-1-27 of the Trust Deed Statute, the
Trustee was required to accept Heritage's bid because it was the highest bid submitted.
Frontier Fed. Sav. and Loan Assn. v. Douglass, 853 P.2d 553, 558 (Ida. 1993) (finding
that trustee was required to accept bid of only bidder at sale, even though bidder was also
mortgagee). Indeed, if Heritage as trustee had rejected Heritage's credit bid, it would
have breached its statutory duty as trustee.

Five F does not assert that Heritage, as

trustee, should or could have rejected the one and only bid it received on the Parcel.

While it is unclear exactly what conduct Five F alleges constituted a breach of
Heritage's duty as trustee, Five F presumably contends that the breach occurred when
Heritage (as trustee) failed to reject the credit bid submitted by Heritage (as beneficiary).
(App. Br. at 7.) Such a theory is directly rejected by case law in Utah and other
jurisdictions. As discussed above, the only time that a trustee may reject the highest bid
is when that bid is so low that it "shocks the conscience" or reaches "unjust extremes."
See Thomas, 801 P.2d at 188 (the remedy of setting aside a trustee's sale is appropriate
only in cases which reach unjust extremes). Given the degree of public notice Heritage
gave to the foreclosure auction, Heritage's bid for the parcel reflects a fair market value.
Moreover, Heritage's bid clearly did not come close to the legal test that it
"shock[] the conscience" or reach an "unjust extreme." In fact, Heritage's bid was well
within range. And, Professor Thomas testified that Heritage's bid was not so low that it
"shock[ed] the conscience." Indeed was not remotely close to that level. (R1825 at
682:16-683:2-6.) The amount that Heritage bid translates to $104,406 per acre, which is
a greater amount per acre than Five F paid when it purchased the property in 1996, i.e.,
$102,173.91 per acre. (R1823 at 194:1-5.) See Cross land Mortgage Corp. v. Frankel,
596 N.Y.S.2d 130, 131 (App. Dev. 2nd. Dept. 1993) (bid of $55,000, representing 27%34% of property's approximate market value of $160,000 to $200,000, did not shock
conscience); Benavides v. Shenandoah Fed. Sav. Bank, 433 S.E.2d 528, 531 (W. Va.
1993) (bid of $65,000, representing 48% of alleged value of $136,500, did not shock
conscience); Myles v. Cox, 217 So.2d 31, 33 (Miss. 1968) (bid of $3,218, which was
40%-50% of property's value of $6,500-$8,000, did not shock the conscience of the
court); Juhan, 311 F.2d at 673 (sale for 75% of appraised value was not "so grossly
inadequate as to shock the conscience of the court.").
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Finally, even if Heritage as trustee had a duty to reject any bid that was not a fair
market value bid, Five F presented no expert testimony at trial as to the fair market value
of the Parcel as of the date of the foreclosure sale or that Heritage's bid was "shockingly"
low. That evidentiary failure also defeats Five F's claim.
B.

Heritage Had No Duty To Bid Fair Market Value As A Result Of Its
Joint Status As A Trustee And Beneficiary,

Five F next argues that Heritage's joint status as both trustee and beneficiary under
the trust deed imposed on Heritage a heightened duty. (App. Br. at 21.) Five F asserts
that "[ejven if you assume that under the parties' agreements and foreclosure law,
Heritage would in the absence of a fiduciary duty have been able to bid low and then
proceed to foreclose on the other parcels of collateral owned by Five F - everything
changed when Heritage voluntarily assumed the dual role of trustee." (Id. at 25-26.) Not
surprisingly, Five F cites no law for this novel proposition.
Utah law expressly permits a financial institution such as Heritage to function as
both trustee and beneficiary under a trust deed without imposing any additional duties
relating thereto. See Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-21(2). Thus, Five F's theory of an enhanced
fiduciary duty for filling both roles cannot be sustained.
C.

Heritage Had No Duty To Bid Fair Market Value Because Of The
Implied Covenant Of Good Faith And Fair Dealing.

Five F's third theory is that the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing
imposed on Heritage a duty to bid the fair market value at the foreclosure sale. (App. Br.
at 27-28.) Five F argues that "[j]ust because on the face of the documents a party 'can'
do something, does not mean that the party 'should' do that something." (Id. at 22-23.)
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In this case, Five F agreed to the terms of the Trust Deed that, consistent with
Utah's Trust Deed Statute, specifically authorized Heritage to proceed with a foreclosure
sale upon default and provided that the Parcel would be sold "at public auction to the
highest bidder." (See Trust Deed If 15.) Despite this, under a theory of good faith and
fair dealing, Five F argues that Heritage as trustee should have acted contrary to the Trust
Deed and not sold the Parcel to the highest bidder or, as the beneficiary, should have bid
a theoretical fair market value itself. There is no legal support for either position.
1.

Heritage Did Not Have An Obligation To Exercise An Express
Contract Right To Its Detriment.

Five F contends that Heritage breached the implied covenant by '"seeking to take
additional collateral when the debt had already been paid."24 (App. Br. at 22-23.)
However, the duty of good faith and fair dealing does not require a party who has
received an express contract right to exercise that right to its own detriment for the
purpose of benefiting the other party. Brehany v. Nordstrom, Inc., 812 P.2d 49, 55 (Utah
1991) ("Nor can a covenant of good faith be used . . . to require a party vested with a
contract right to exercise that right in a manner contrary to that party's legitimate selfinterest.")

Five F clearly misstates or misunderstands the trust deed statute. By operation of law,
Five F's debt was not paid by the first foreclosure sale. The "proceeds" of the sale, i.e.,
the credit bid, by statute applied first to the costs and expenses of the foreclosure and
then to the "payment of the obligation secured by the trust deed." Utah Code Ann.
§ 57-1-29. Thus, since the amount of the high bid was less than the outstanding
obligation, the debt was not paid.
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Under Utah statutory law and the Trust Deed, Heritage had no duty to bid at all,
let alone to bid the fair market value of the Parcel. Bidding a number higher than it did
would have been to Heritage's detriment because the value of the raw land was uncertain,
the property had not been sold over the prior two years, and Heritage would bear the risk
of any decrease in the property's value.25 (See R1825 at 450:11-23, 451:24-452:15;
R1826 at 720:7-15, 721:25-722:1, 725:10-16, 733:3-734:4, 743:6-9, 750:15-20, 760:23761:1,761:21-25.)
Heritage had the express contractual right, under both the Trust Deed and the
bankruptcy Plan, to foreclose on the additional collateral of the four-plex if the actual
proceeds from the sale of the Parcel did not satisfy the debt. Under Brehany, Heritage
was not required to take an unknown and uncertain risk and forfeit its contractual right to
foreclose on the four-plex simply because it would have benefited Five F.
2.

Five F Could Have No Reasonable Expectation That Heritage
Would Bid The Fair Market Value Of The Parcel.

Five F argues that it "almost certainly would have a reasonable expectation that
only enough of its collateral to actually satisfy the debt would be foreclosed upon by
Heritage." (App. Br. at 27.) The only factual support presented by Five F for that
argument relative to its expectations under the Note and Trust Deed is the assertion that
"[njeither Five F nor Ray Fowler bid at the sale because they believed that the
foreclosure by Heritage on the 10.44 acre [Parcel] would and did satisfy the entire debt to

5

If the value of the Parcel decreased after the auction, Heritage would have no recourse
to the borrower or guarantors after three months. See Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-32.
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Heritage.'

(App. Br. at 17 ^ 21.) But Five F cites no separate record evidence for that

assertion.
Five F's position on this point is both legally wrong and illogical. First, Five F
could have no reasonable expectation contrary to Utah law. It necessarily expected that
the Parcel would be sold to highest bidder at the foreclosure sale, whether or not that high
bidder was Heritage and whether or not Five F agreed with the bid. As discussed above,
the hypothetical of a third party successfully bidding $1,090,000 disposes of Five F's
argument. Thus, Five F could have no reasonable expectation that the proceeds of the
foreclosure auction on the Parcel would satisfy its debt.
Second, Five F could have no reasonable expectation that Heritage would bid at all
at the foreclosure sale. See Boatmen ys Bank of Pulaski Co. v. Wilson, 833 S.W.2d 879,
882 (Mo. Ct. App. 1992) (noting mortgagee was under no obligation to bid at all).
Neither the Note, the Trust Deed, nor the Trust Deed Statute impose any obligation on
the beneficiary to bid, let alone to bid Five F's expected value of the Parcel at a
foreclosure sale.

This assertion is unsupportable because Five F had tried unsuccessfully to develop or
sell the Parcel for over two years and made no showing at trial that it had the resources
to buy the Parcel if it had bid. In addition, Fowler testified at trial:
Q.

A.

Did you ever communicate to the bank before you signed this, say to the bank
before you loan me the $1.2-million I'm asking you for I just want to be clear that
even though the trust deed doesn't say it I expect you to bid fair market value if I
default. Did you ever say anything like that to the bank?
No.

(R1824 at 275:23-276:4.)
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Moreover, case law from other jurisdictions is to the contrary. See, e.g., New
England Savings Bank v. Lopez, 630 A.2d 1010, 1015 (Conn. 1993) ("We can find no
basis, however, in our state law or understandings regarding foreclosure by sale for the
proposition that a debtor is legally entitled to a credit for the fair market value of the
property sold. A debtor's legal entitlement is, instead, to a credit for the amount of the
sale proceeds."); Olbres v. Hampton Cooperative Bank, 698 A.2d 1239. 1243 (N.H.
1997) (mortgagee did not act negligently or in bad faith and did not lack due diligence by
bidding $135,000 where pre-loan appraisals set value equal to or exceeding $330,000).27
See also Dreyfuss v. Union Bank of California, 11 P.3d 383, 392 (Cal. 2000) ("fe]ven if
the foreclosure sale price was less than what the fair market value of the property would
have been under ordinary marketing conditions, that fact, without more, did not result in
a breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing/').
The reason for this rule is self-evident. There is risk associated with owning
property, especially raw land. Its value may rise or fall. It may be difficult to sell, as
proved to be the case here, forcing the successful bidder to hold it longer than desired.
Under Utah law, the high bidder at a foreclosure sale takes title to the property and
therefore assumes the entire risk therefor. Moreover, it is undisputed that an appraisal is
not a guarantee of the present fair market value of property, let alone what the property
will be worth in the future.28 (R1824 at 442:4-14.) As a result, property can and often

27

Professor Thomas testified that in Utah there was no minimum amount that Heritage
was required to bid. (R1825 at 684:24-685:2.)

28

Professor Thomas explained why a lender would bid less than existing appraisals:
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does sell for less than its appraised value. (Id) Moreover, appraisals of raw land, as
here, do not "have the same level of certitude that you might expect in the home
mortgage market/' (R1826 at 715:5-9.) According to Mr. Beesley, Heritage's CEO,
"every lender that makes a loan will likely have an appraisal in the file that is for a
substantial amount greater than the loan." Mr. Beesley went on to explain that "if the
appraisals could be relied on with certainty there would never be a bad loan, there would
always be a margin. But... when a loan goes into default it's been my experience that
the appraisals tend to . . . show their weakness. Because the loan wouldn't go into default
if the borrower were able to sell it for .. . its appraised value or something near its
appraised value." (Rl826 at 715:16-716:4.)
Thus, as a practical matter, Five F could have no reasonable expectation that
Heritage would bid fair market appraisal value for the Parcel. At the time of the first
foreclosure sale, there was particular uncertainty regarding the value of the Parcel
because it was raw commercial ground. Indeed, Five F's own economic damages expert,

Q.
Can you tell me based on the experience that you've had in the foreclosure
process why a lender would come to a foreclosure sale and enter a credit bid that
was less than the amount of the appraisals that had been received?
A.
In my opinion it's because the lender is a . . . concerned about whether the
actual fair market value of the property is going to be anywhere near that credit
bid. The lender has the entire risk . .. that it will not be. And . . . particularly in
view of the fact that no other bidders have come forward in the auction, that's a
significant risk.
(R1825 at 685:3-686:4.)
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Derk Rasmussen, acknowledged the Parcel could decrease in value in the future.
(R1825 at 584:13-19.) As striking proof of this reality, Fowler, Five F's president,
acknowledged the uncertain value and "difficulty" in trying to sell the Parcel:
Q.

Would it be fair to say that it was your personal decision not to try to sell
the Parcel before the foreclosure sale?

A.

It was a rather impractical decision. It would have been impractical to try
to sell a narrow piece of land a, that a, was part of a bigger picture.

Q.

And you put Heritage in the position of having itself to try to sell what you
just admitted was a difficult piece of property to sell. Correct?

A.

Yes.

(R1826 at 830:11-831:3 (emphasis added).)
Most compelling is Rasmussen's admission that he had previously advised a
financial institution to credit bid less than the lowest appraised value in the financial
institution's files, which is exactly what Heritage did in this case. (R1825 at 585:8-16.)
Where Five F's own expert has previously advised a financial institution to do exactly
what Heritage did with respect to the Parcel in this case, Five F cannot seriously contend
that Heritage should have taken a risk that was detrimental to its own interests.
These factors and circumstances demonstrate why Five F could have no
reasonable expectation as to what, if anything, Heritage might bid for the Parcel.

Rasmussen further testified that the Parcel "had risk associated with it and it had no
income," (R1825 at 588:5-8), and acknowledged that Heritage would have borne the
risk that the Parcel might go down in value or not sell at all. (R1825 at 584:13-19.)
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a.

Heritage Did Not Have A Duty To Bid The Full Amount
Of The Debt Or Otherwise Extinguish It.

Five F also suggests that Heritage had a good faith obligation to treat Five F's debt
as having been extinguished because the Parcel allegedly was worth more than the
amount of the debt. (App. Br. at 9.) That argument is also contrary to law. See First
Comm. Mortgage v. Reece, 108 Cal. Rptr.2d 23, 27 n.l (Cal. Ct. App. Div. 3 2001) ('The
lender 'is not required to open the bidding with a full credit bid, but may bid whatever
amount [it] thinks the property is worth."') (quoting Commonwealth Mortgage Assurance
Co, v. Superior Court, 259 Cal. Rptr. 425, 432 (1989)); Virginia HousingDevpAuth.

v.

Fox Run Ltd. Partnership, 497 S.E.2d 747, 752 (Va. 1998)) ("VFIDA was under no
obligation to bid the full amount of the debt at the foreclosure sale, especially if, in its
estimation, the debtor had assets that could satisfy any deficit remaining after the sale.").
As one Court noted, u[w]hen, as was the fact here, 'a mortgagee . . . is both seller and
buyer, his position is one of great delicacy. Yet, when he has done his full duty to the
mortgagor in his conduct of the sale under the power, and the bidding begins, in his
capacity as bidder a mortgagee may buy as cheaply as he can, and owes no duty to bid
the full value of the Property as that value may subsequently be determined by a judge or
a jury." WestRoxbury Co-Op Bank v. Bowser, 87 N.E.2d 113,115 (Mass. 1949).
D.

The Foreclosure Process Followed By Heritage Is Not The Legal
Equivalent Of A Deficiency Judgment

Finally, Five F argues that the "policy" of the "deficiency judgment statute (§ 571-32) should be applied to the present situation." (App. Br. at 29.) Five F cites no
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authority for this proposition, and it offers no other basis to substitute its view of public
policy for that of the Utah Legislature.
1.

Five F Is Barred From Raising This Issue On Appeal Because It
Did Not Raise This Issue At Trial.

Heritage was entitled by Utah statute to foreclose seriatim on the additional
collateral without implicating the deficiency judgment statute. Indeed, the deficiency
judgment statute is implicated only when the creditor files an action seeking a deficiency
judgment. See § 57-1-32. Nevertheless, Five F argues that Heritage's foreclosure on any
collateral other than the Parcel was the equivalent of seeking a deficiency judgment and
that, as a result, Heritage should not have been permitted to foreclose on any collateral
other than the Parcel. (App. Br. at 7.) However, Five F did not raise this issue at trial,30

In its brief, Five F states that the issue of whether foreclosing on the four-plex was the
equivalent of seeking a deficiency judgment was "[preserved for appeal," listing a
number of record citations, copies of which are contained in the Addendum at Tab J.
(App. Br. at 3.) A search of the citations referenced shows no such preservation.
Contrary to this assertion, Five F never raised this issue at trial. Indeed, Five F's citations
to the trial testimony do not even remotely reference the concept of a deficiency
judgment. With respect to the trial record, Five F cites "Plaintiffs Opening Argument
R.1823 at 28." (Id.) However, that page consists solely of the first several lines of Five
F's opening statement in which Five F's counsel thanked the jury for its service.
Likewise, the other citations to the trial record do not reference a deficiency argument.
See R1825 at 621 (discussion of fiduciary duty and Blodgett v. Marsh), R1825 at 636
(discussion of good faith and fair dealing) and R1825 at 642 (discussion of late fee
charges) and R1826 at 836 (discussion of judicial estoppel). Moreover, Five F's citation
to its Trial Memorandum at Rl522-1530 is improper because it does not even mention
the deficiency argument. Five F's citation to the Proposed Pretrial Order at Rl701-1735
discusses a "deficiency judgment," but in a different context than it now argues on
appeal. In the Pretrial Order, Five F states that Heritage "pursu[ed] the deficiency
judgment to the extent of rents collected during Five F's bankruptcy." (R1467)
(emphasis added), not that foreclosure of the four-plex was a deficiency. The Pretrial
Order simply does not preserve the deficiency argument that Five F now advances on
appeal.
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Hie remaining citations are to filings that were not introduced at trial, but rather
were ruled on or submitted long before trial. In two filings. Five F made only general
references to a deficiency, but did not sufficiently argue the issue n now attempts to
appeal. In Five F's Motion for Temporary Restraining Order (Rl 44). Five F referenced
an attempt "to obtain a deficiency" (R20-21 ) However, that motion was denied (R6869), and Five F has not appealed that denia- here. In Fh e F\s Memorandum in
Opposition to IIeritage's Motion for Summary JIKF meuL Fi\e F discusses "a deficiency
for the cash rents collected pursuant to the Bankruptcy I ourf s order." (R627 (emph sis
added)). However, as was the case in the Pretrial Order, Five F's deficiency areunici
related only to Heritage's pursuit of additional collateral, the cash rents, as opposed to the
argument Five F advances on appeal, i.e., whether "bidding on the second trustee's sale
[involving the four-plex] „ . . derogat[ed]
Utah law with regard to deficiency
judgments." (App. Br. at 3.) Moreover, the pursuit of "cash rents" was originally parr of
Heritage's counterclaim, which I leritage later voli in.ta.rily dismissed. (R1462-64.)
Finally, there is no reference to this argument at all in the plaintiffs Opposition to
Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment. (R1038-1077.) Therefore, any argument
that pursuit of the "cash rents" was the pursuit of a deficiency is moot. Perhaps most
troubling is the fact that Five F uses this identical series of citations for six of its seven
issues, which reveals that this string of at;* ions was simply inserted in the briefwithout
any analysis of whethu ih* referenced per -.oris of'he record actually referenced any
particular issue
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2.

Heritage's Foreclosure Of Its Collateral Is Not A Deficiency
Judgment Under Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-32 Because It Is Not An
"Action."

Deficiency judgments in Utah are governed by Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-32.
Heritage's foreclosure of the four-plex was not an "action" within the meaning of Utah's
deficiency statute (§ 57-1-32) and, therefore, Five F's position must be rejected.
Five F attempts to bring the foreclosure sale on the four-plex within the purview of
this statute by arguing that Heritage's foreclosure against the second parcel of property
(the four-plex) was a "defacto deficiency judgment against Five F." (App. Br. at 29.)
However, the Utah Supreme Court has rejected this very argument.
In Phillips v. Utah State Credit Union, 811 P.2d 174 (Utah 1991), the Utah
Supreme Court considered whether a creditor who had already foreclosed on one parcel
of real property could liquidate a second item of collateral (the proceeds of a note and
mortgage assigned by the debtor) which was pledged for the same debt, despite the fact
that the creditor had failed to file a deficiency action within the three month period
following the initial foreclosure sale. The Court concluded that the creditor's use of
additional collateral does not constitute an "action" within the meaning of § 57-1-32:
In this case, however, USCU did not seek a deficiency judgment
against Phillips, but merely sought to retain its additional security. USCU's
retention and use of this additional security was not legal action, but merely
a retention of its validly assigned security interest, and was not the type of
"action" against Phillips which is prohibited by section 57-1-32....
We therefore hold that where a creditor takes more than one item of
security upon an obligation secured by a trust deed, the creditor is not
precluded from making use of that additional security merely because the
creditor has not sought a deficiency judgment within three months of a
non-judicial sale of one of the items covered by the trust deed property, nor
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loan agreement was modified and two additional parcels of real property were pledged
as collateral. However, the borrowers again defaulted, and the bank initiated foreclosure
proceedings on all three parcels. Subsequently, the borrowers filed bankruptcy, resulting
in an automatic stay. Under a forbearance agreement, the debt was discounted if paid in
full by a date certain. However, the borrowers failed to make that payment, and therefore
the bank recommenced nonjudicial foreclosure proceedings. At the time of the
foreclosure sale, the outstanding indebtedness exceeded $3.75 million, and the bank made
a $2.15 million credit bid on the first parcel of property. Because there was still
outstanding debt, the bank held a foreclosure sale on the second parcel of collateral, at
which it made another successful credit bid, leaving a $200,000 debt. Id. at 386. Finally,
the bank foreclosed on the third parcel of property, which extinguished the debt. Id.
Notably, the bank never sought a money judgment against the borrowers or guarantors
after foreclosure of the collateral. Id.
On appeal, the court addressed whether California's antideficiency provisions
"restrict the ability of a creditor to exhaust multiple items of collateral in a series of
nonjudicial foreclosure proceedings." Id. The borrowers contended "that the policies
underlying the antideficiency provisions preclude a creditor from obtaining not only a
deficiency judgment, but what they characterize as the 'functional equivalent of a
deficiency judgment,5" contending, as Five F does here, that "application of the fair
market value provisions of [the deficiency statute] is required to avoid a windfall
recovery to the creditor." Id. at 389. The borrowers further stated "[w]ithout such
protection, a borrower who secures a debt with items of multiple security runs the risk
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statute] with reference to mi iltiple security situations to permit a. borrower who
believes the creditor did not credit the fair value of property recovered in prior
sales to set aside a subsequent trustee's sale or provide for restitution of an unjust
recovery. We also reject any similar suggestion that we construe the statute to
permit a debtor to go to court to challenge the price obtained at a nonjudicial
foreclosure sale and have subsequent sales enjoined if the sales to date have
satisfied the debt based on a fair market valuation.

•'cJ

al

••••.

1 .0

*

...

-ii A

\

\

••

• . . . - ( .

*

i .

g

oeen pledged foi a loan and recovering a delkienc} judgment
against the personal assets of the hoi rower." Id at ^ 1 .
Under Phillips and oilier aiitlim ilj I Icntagc was i«n|ii' inn t hi. 1111*. on tn|i|iiinii i|
1, nll.m lull iiinl 'u ,1! 1 in 1 lulu ii h\ 1 ilifiimiiu? a deficient Ir-dnment against Five F.
I leritage's Foreclosure Of Additional Collateral Was Not The
Pursuit Of A Deficiency Judgment Because Heritage Did Not
Seek A Personal Judgment Against An Individual.
•\t deficiency

ucnt. Section

57-1-32 clearly refers to a suit "to recover the balance due" on. the Note against, the

31

Regarding the borrowers' "windfall" argument, the
-\ -taled "[a]s to the potential of
a windfall recovery to the creditor, becau e . . . the creditor is entitled to bid for the
property at. a iioiiji idicial foreclosure sale m an amount less than the total amount due
.. . there is always the theoretical possibility that the creditor could eventually sell the
real property collateral for an amount greater than its successful credit bid and the
amount of the outstanding debt. But that is true whether one or multiple items of real
property collateral are sold, and whether the sales are conducted at once or seriatim."
Dreyfuss, 11 P.3d at 390.
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borrower. A deficiency judgment is the "imposition of personal liability on [a]
mortgagor for [the] unpaid balance of [a] mortgage debt after foreclosure has failed to
yield [the] full amount of [the] due debt." Black's Law Dictionary at 379 (emphasis
added). Thus, a deficiency judgment can result only when the lender seeks to impose
personal liability on an individual or entity. This principle is reinforced by case law. See
Hodges, 56 Cal.Rptr.2d at 703 (noting antideficiency statute "prohibits only a deficiency
judgment in the strict sense, i.e., & personal judgment against the debtor. It does not
prevent the creditor from realizing on additional security .. ..") (emphasis in original)
{quoting 3 Witkin, Summary of Cal. Law (9th ed. 1987) Secured Transactions in Real
Property § 162, at 661).
Here, Heritage simply did not seek a deficiency judgment and further, Heritage
has never sought to impose & personal liability on Five F or the Fowlers for the amount
remaining after foreclosure, (R1824 at 262:13-19; R1825 at 461:7-14), which Five F
acknowledged. (R1825 at 570:5-7.) Heritage simply held successive foreclosures sales
of separate parcels of collateral, and such successive foreclosure sales are not deficiency
judgments. See Drey fuss, 11 P.3d at 388 (stating "[u]nder settled decisional law, a
creditor's resort to any and all security on a debt does not implicate the antideficiency
provisions."). Five F's attempt to analogize a legitimate foreclosure into a deficiency
judgment must be rejected as a matter of law.
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III.
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Five F contends that u [w]hen the trial court ruled that Five F had no contractual or
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Moreover, Five F stipulated in the Pre!;;. Oidei mat if its claim io* preach .; L ^
implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing is submitted io the jh; ihen die unjust
enrichment claim is withdrawn. Facts unique to the unjust enrichment claim and tlv/
defense of judicial estoppel, if any, :• ? H be argue-.i to or -n il e presence * (the jury."
(R1707.)
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that the unjust enrichment 'doctrine is designed to provide an equitable remedy [only]
where one does not exist at law. In other words, if a legal remedy is available . . . the law
will not imply the equitable remedy of unjust enrichment.'") {quoting American Towers
Owners Ass'n v. CCIMechanical Inc., 930 P.2d 1182, 1193 (Utah 1996))).
Five F misapprehends the nature of the trial court's ruling. The trial court did not
rule that Five F had no contractual basis for relief; rather, it ruled that Five F had failed to
satisfy the elements of its contractual claim. Therefore, the trial court's ruling was based
on Five F's failure of proof, not on Five F's absence of a contractual remedy. Because
Five F had a contractual basis for relief, the trial court correctly declined to submit the
unjust enrichment claim to the jury.
Moreover, there was no unjust enrichment in this case for three reasons. First,
Heritage was put at risk of not realizing fully on its loan by Five F's default. Second,
Five F knew from the very beginning that Heritage viewed the Parcel as insufficient
collateral for the loan. Third, Five F's position in this suit is itself fundamentally unfair.
In effect, Five F wants Heritage to bear all the risk in a default. In Five F's view, it
should be entitled to any upside with respect to post-foreclosure collateral, i.e., if
Heritage is able to sell the foreclosed property for more than the original debt, Five F
should get the benefit, but should have none of the downside risk, i.e., if Heritage had
been unable to sell the Parcel for what it bid, it could not then seek a deficiency judgment
against Five F or the guarantors.
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:ation
ST S 57-1-21
,C.A. 1953 § 5 1 1 21

Search Result

Rank 1 of 1

Database
I JT-STANN98

UTAH CODE, 1953
TITLE 57. REAL ESTATE
CHAPTER 1. CONVEYANCES
Copyright
1953-1998 by LEXIS Law Publishing, a division, of Reed Elsevier
Ii ic. and Reed E l s e v i e r P r o p e r t i e s I n c . A l ] rights reserved.
- ] 21

T r i i s t e e s o f 1: i : \ i s t d s e :i s

Q \ i a ] :i f i c a t :i < :> i , E ;.

(1) (a) The trustee of a trust deed shall be:
(i) any member of the Utah State Bar;
(ii) any depository institution as defined in Section 7-1-103, or insurance
apany authorized to do business in Utah under the laws of Utah or the United
ates;
(iii) any corporatio n authorized t o c o i I d i i • :: t a I: i: i i s t b u s i i I e s s :i i I I I I a 1 I I i
B laws of Utah or the United States;
(iv) any title insurance or abstract company authorized to do business i n
ah under the laws of Utah;
(v) any agency of the United States government; or
(vi) any association or corporation which is licensed, chartered, or
julated by the Farm Credit Administration or its successor,
(b) Subsection (1) is not applicable to a trustee of a trust deed existiilg
Lor to the effective date of this chapter, nor to any agreement that is
Dplemental to that trust deed.
(2) The trustee of a trust deed may not be the beneficiary of the trust deed,
Less the beneficiary is qualified +~ ~ K ^ "^ ' "ustee under Subsection (] ) (a) (i i ) ,
ii) , (v) , or (vi) .
story: L. 19 61, ch. 181, § 3; 1963, ch. 110, § 1 ; 1 $ 69, • I
. 64, § ] ; ] 996, ch

1 82

162, § II ; ] 98 5

§ 25.

NOTES, REFERENCES, AND ANNOTATIONS
Amendment Notes. — T h e 1996 amendment, effective July ] , 1 996, added the
osection (1 ) (a) and (1) (b) designations, redesignating former Subsections
) (a) to (f) as (1) (a) (i) to (vi); substituted "depository institution as
fined in Section 7-1-103" for "bank, building and loan association, savings
d loan association" in Subsection (1) (a) (ii); and made related and stylistic
anges.
"Effective date of this chapter."--The phrase "effective date of this
apter," in Subsection (1)(b), first appeared in this section as amended by L.
85, ch. 64, § 1. That act (L. 1985, ch. 64) took effect on April 29, 1985.
C r oss-Refere n r e s ,

-1J t" a 11 ,21 a 1" e R a r, f> 7 8 - 5 1 - 1 .

COLLATERAL REFERENCES
Copr. ) West 2003 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works

TabB

Page 1
:ation
ST S 57-1-27
C A . 1953 § 57-1-27

Search Result

Rank 1 of 1

Database
UT-STANN98

UTAH CODE, 1953
TITLE 57. REAL ESTATE
CHAPTER 1. CONVEYANCES
Copyright
1953-1998 by LEXIS Law Publishing, a division of Reed Elsevier
Inc. and Reed Elsevier Properties Inc. All rights reserved.
-1-27

Sale of trust property by public auction --Postponement of sale.

(1) On the date and at the time and place designated in the notice of sale,
* trustee or the attorney for the trustee shall sell the property at public
:tion to the highest bidder. The trustee, or the attorney for the trustee, may
iduct the sale and act as the auctioneer. The trustor, or his successor in
:erest, if present at the sale, may direct the order in which the trust
:>perty shall be sold, if the property consists of several known lots or
reels which can be sold to advantage separately. The trustee or attorney for
* trustee shall follow these directions. Any person, including the beneficiary
trustee, may bid at the sale. Each bid is considered an irrevocable offer,
i if the purchaser refuses to pay the amount bid by him for the property sold
him at the sale, the trustee, or the attorney for the trustee, may again sell
B property at any time to the highest bidder. The party refusing to pay the
i price is liable for any loss occasioned by the refusal, including interest,
sts, and trustee's and reasonable attorneys' fees. The trustee or the attorney
c the trustee may thereafter reject any other bid of that person.
(2) The person conducting the sale may, for any cause he considers expedient,
stpone the sale up to a period not to exceed 72 hours. If the last hour of the
stponement falls on a Saturday, a Sunday, or a legal holiday, the sale may be
stponed until the same hour of the next day which is not a Saturday, a Sunday,
a legal holiday. The person conducting the sale shall give notice of the
stponement by public declaration at the time and place last appointed for the
Le. No other notice of the postponed sale is required, unless the sale is
stponed for longer than 72 hours beyond the date designated in the notice of
Le. In the event of a longer postponement, the sale shall be cancelled and
noticed in the same manner as the original notice of sale is required to be
^en.
story: L. 1961, ch. 181, § 9; 1985, ch. 68, § 1; 1988, ch. 82, § 1.
NOTES, REFERENCES, AND ANNOTATIONS
NOTES TO DECISIONS
ir market value bid.
A trust deed beneficiary's offer of "fair market value" for property sold at a
ustee's sale was the equivalent of a fixed-dollar offer and was therefore a
d for purposes of Subsection (1). As the only bid, it was also the highest
d, and the trustee was required by the statute to accept it. Thus, the trustee
s not permitted to postpone, cancel, or renotice the sale pursuant to
Copr. ) West 2003 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works
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Page 5
ation
ST S 57-1-32
C.A. 1953 § 57-1-32

Search Result

Rank 1 of 1

Database
UT-STANN98

UTAH CODE, 1953
TITLE 57. REAL ESTATE
CHAPTER 1. CONVEYANCES
Copyright ) 1953-1998 by LEXIS Law Publishing, a division of Reed Elsevier
Inc. and Reed Elsevier Properties Inc. All rights reserved.
-1-32 Sale of trust property by trustee --Action to recover balance due upon
.igation for which trust deed was given as security —Collection of costs and
:orneyfs fees.
Vt any time within three months after any sale of property under a trust deed,
hereinabove provided, an action may be commenced to recover the balance due
Dn the obligation for which the trust deed was given as security, and in such
:ion the complaint shall set forth the entire amount of the indebtedness which
3 secured by such trust deed, the amount for which such property was sold, and
a fair market value thereof at the date of sale. Before rendering judgment,
a court shall find the fair market value at the date of sale of the property
Id. The court may not render judgment for more than the amount by which the
ount of the indebtedness with interest, costs, and expenses of sale, including
ustee's and attorney1s fees, exceeds the fair market value of the property as
the date of the sale. In any action brought under this section, the
evailing party shall be entitled to collect its costs and reasonable attorney
es incurred in bringing an action under this section.
story: L. 1961, ch. 181, § 14; 1985, ch. 68, § 4.
NOTES, REFERENCES, AND ANNOTATIONS
NOTES TO DECISIONS
ANALYSIS

itorney fees.
>ficiency judgment.
cclusive remedy.
lltiple liens.
Dtice.
le-action r u l e .
a t - o f - s t a t e lands. Preemption by federal law.
trevailing p a r t y .
rocedural failure.
urpose of section.
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ttorney fees.
Trial court did not err in granting debtors attorney fees and costs as the
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IN THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT - ST. GEORGE COURT
2

WASHINGTON COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH

3
4

FIVE F, LLC,
Plaintiff,

5
6
7

TRIAL
(FOURTH DAY)

vs.
HERITAGE SAVINGS BANK,

Case
Appeal

980501814
20020088-CA

8
Defendant.

Judge J. Philip Eves

9
10
11
12
13
14

BE IT REMEMBERED

that the trial of this matter resumed

before the above-named court on October 25, 2001.
WHEREUPON, the parties appearing and represented by
counsel, the following proceedings were held:

15
16
17
18

CERTIFIED TRANSCRIPT

19
(From Electronic Recording)
20
(DAY 4 OF 4)

21
22

ORIGINAL

23
24
25
PENNY C.
T>TT/^ATrP .

ABBOTT, CSR - L I C . 2 2 - 1 0 2 8 1 1 - 7 8 0 1
SALEM, UT 8 4 6 5 3
/oni\
/m_mnq
PAX- (801) 423-2663

1
2

We, these are in our instructions, but there was a
10th Circuit Case stating that the United States has complied

3 with applicable statutes and regulations concerning the
4

assessment of penalties, therefore do not breach its

5

fiduciary duty.

6

920, which I think stands for the proposition if you comply

It's the Koozwoon (phonetic) case 57 F.3d

7 with statutory duties if you, if you act within the law that
8
9

it can't be a breach of fiduciary duty.
THE JUDGE:

All right.

I'm going to take a

10

recess and look over these cases that have been cited and

11

then I'll rule on the motion.

12

We'll be in recess.

13

(Tape turned off.)

14

COURT'S RULING

15

THE JUDGE:

All right.

We're back in session.

16

It's seven minutes or eight minutes to 4:00.

17

not present.

18

The jury is

The parties and their counsel are present.

Because of the way in which the issues in this

19

lawsuit were framed from the outset the Court has refused and

20

been hesitant, certainly, to grant any summary judgment or

21

directed verdict without fully understanding the facts in the

22

case, and especially those upon which the plaintiff relied to

23

prove its claims.

24
25

The Court has afforded the plaintiff the
opportunity of fully presenting its evidence in this case and
FIVE F VS. HERITAGE OCT. 25, 2001
Penny C. Abbott, Reporter/Transcriber

1

fully discussing the application of the law to the facts

2

presented in the evidence.
It's not appropriate for a Court to weigh the

3
4

evidence in this case in deciding a renewed motion for a

5

directed verdict since the weighing of the evidence is the

6

exclusive province of the jury.
However, the Court has a duty to decide before

7
8

submitting the matter to the jury whether there is evidence

9

before the jury sufficient to allow the jury to determine

10

that the plaintiff is entitled to prevail on its claims,

11

given the applicable law.

12

by considering every fact and indulging every reasonable

13

inference from the facts in favor of the plaintiff, and then

14

asking the question assuming all the facts in this case are

15

as the plaintiff says they are is there any way that a

16

reasonable jury could find in the plaintiff's favor under

17

the law.

18

This decision is is accomplished

I've struggled with that process as we have worked

19

through this case and during this trial because I was not

20

fully advised when the trial started as to all of the details

21

of the ways in which the plaintiff claimed that the bank had

22

breached its fiduciary duty as trustee, or breached the

23

implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing, or received

24

unjust enrichment.

25

Having now heard the evidence along with the jury
FIVE F VS. HERITAGE OCT. 25, 2001
Penny C. Abbott, Reporter/Transcriber

1

the Court is able to rule on the application of the law to

2

that evidence.

3

Let me digress just long enough to mention that

4

this has been a well tried case by very competent counsel who

5

have done their level best to alert the, the Court as to the

6

law and the facts.

7

courtesy and their professionalism and that of the courtesy

8

of the parties.

9
10

And the Court truly appreciates their

Now the Court must decide how the law applies in
this case.

11

After considering all the evidence in the light

12

most favorable to the plaintiff the Court has come to the

13

conclusion that as a matter of law the jury in this case

14

could not reasonably conclude given the evidence before it

15

that the defendant bank engaged in any conduct which was

16

not permitted under the agreement of the parties or under

17

the statutes of this state applicable to this situation.

18

The steps taken by the bank were allowed by the

19

foreclosure statutes, the order in the bankruptcy court, and

20

the agreement of the parties.

21

So the ultimate question in this case turns out to

22

be whether a bank can be found to have violated its fiduciary

23

duty or to have violated its promise to treat the borrower

24

with good faith and deal with the borrower fairly when the

25

bank does no more than exercise its legal rights under the
FIVE F VS. HERITAGE OCT. 25, 2001
Penny C. Abbott, Reporter/Transcriber
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1

law.
Given the evidence in this case and which this jury

2
3

would have to consider, the Court is of the opinion that the

4

law does not contemplate that the bank can be found liable to

5

the plaintiff for the breach of fiduciary duty or the breach

6

of the implied covenant good faith and fair dealing or for

7

unjust enrichment when the bank's conduct is permitted under

8

the law.

9

As to the plaintiff's claims for damages, the Court

10

finds under the foreclosure statute and as a matter of law

11

that the plaintiff has no right to or claim against the

12

collateral property once it has been sold at a properly

13

noticed and properly carried out trustee's sale which has not

14

been challenged.

15

belongs to the buyer, he or the defendant bank.

16

plaintiff under the statute is not allowed to assert any

17

claim against the bank because of what the bank later does

18

with the property.

19

After that sale has occurred the property
And

Under the facts before this jury the accounting

20

practices of which the plaintiff complains would only

21

matter if the bank sought to pursue a deficiency judgment,

22

which it has not done.

23

that those alleged errors, even assuming that the plaintiff

24

is correct as to those errors, would have changed the

25

outcome of the foreclosure sale conducted by the defendant

Plaintiff has failed to demonstrate

FIVE F VS. HERITAGE OCT. 25, 2001
Penny C. Abbott, Reporter/Transcriber
•n» 7v r>ri

O A n

1

bank.
In deciding a motion for directed verdict the Court

2
3

is not required to make findings of fact or conclusions of

4

law according to the provisions of Rule 50, Utah Rules of

5

Civil Procedure.

6

labeled.

7

clear the basis or the reason for the Court's decision in

8

this case in the event that the matter comes to the attention

9

of a reviewing court.

10

I do not intend these remarks to be so

The purpose of these remarks is rather to make

This Court now grants the defendant's motion for

11

directed verdict as to all of plaintiff's claims in this case

12

which were tried to the jury for the reasons stated above.

13

Plaintiff has failed to present adequate proof of

14

its claims to get the matter before the jury and the Court

15

finds the plaintiff has no cause of action under the facts

16

and law of this case.

17

dismissed and the jury will be discharged.

Those claims are hereby ordered

18

Would you have the jury join us, please?

19

MR. HATHAWAY:

20

as well to the unjust enrichment claim.

21
22

THE JUDGE:
claim.

I didn't mention the unjust enrichment

We've tried the case as a contract case.

23

MR. HATHAWAY:

24

THE JUDGE:

25

Your Honor, I take it it pertains

Yes.
And so I think the unjust enrichment

claim would be moot at this point.
FIVE F VS. HERITAGE OCT. 25, 2001
Penny C. Abbott, Reporter/Transcriber

1

MR. HATHAWAY:

2

THE JUDGE:

3

All right.
All right.

Thank you.
And just so I'm clear, do

you disagree with that, either, either side?

4

MR. JARDINE:

No, Your Honor.

5

MR. HATHAWAY:

I just wanted that clarification.

6

Thank you.

7

THE JUDGE:

8

Please be seated, folks.

9
10

All right.

I appreciate that.
We now have present our

nine stalwart jurors who have been very patient in this
case.
I will tell you now, ladies and gentlemen, that

11
12

we're going to be excusing you at this juncture without

13

requiring you to make any decision.

14

which has terminated these proceedings.

I have granted a motion

I don't want you to walk away thinking you wasted

15
16

four days.

17

issues of this case.

18

presence here, your willingness to hear the evidence as it

19

came in, and to present a forum for the parties to litigate

20

this case has contributed mightily to that resolution.

21

only thing that happened is you didn't have to make a

22

decision which you might have contemplated making at the

23

outset.

They have been resolved and your

The

We want to thank you for your willingness to

24
25

We brought you here on Monday to resolve the

serve.

This is important public service.

Even though you

FIVE F VS. HERITAGE OCT. 25, 2001
Penny C. Abbott, Reporter/Transcriber

1 didn't make the call, it's important public service.
2

This

is the way our system works and without you being here it

3 wouldn't have worked.
I'm going to release you from the admonition that I

4

5 previously gave you which means you're now free to discuss
6

the case with anyone you choose, or not discuss it if that's

7 what you prefer.
I hope you'll leave here with a sense of pride for

8
9

having been involved in this, these proceedings.
Benjamin Franklin once said that-there are two

10
11

pillars of freedom upon which our democracy rests, the right

12

to vote and the right to serve on juries.

13

had to choose between the two he'd take the right to serve on

14

a jury because it's the opportunity for the citizens of the

15

community to come in and, and hear what's going on in the

16

legal system and correct injustices.

17

you've been involved in.
We truly appreciate you.

18
19

Thank you.

You are

Unless there's something else we'll be in, be in
recess.

22

MR. HATHAWAY:

23

MR. JARDINE:

24

THE JUDGE:

25

And that's the process

free to leave.

20
21

And he said if he

Thank you.
Thank you, Judge.
Thank you.

Appreciate you.

WHEREUPON, the proceedings were concluded.
FIVE F VS. HERITAGE OCT. 25, 2001
Penny C. Abbott, Reporter/Transcriber
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James S. Jardine (A1647)
Rick B. Hoggard (A5088)
RAY, QUINNEY & NEBEKER
79 South Main Street, Suite 500
P.O. Box 45385
Salt Lake City, UT 84145-0385
Telephone: (801) 532-1500
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George W. Pratt (USB #2642)
Marci Rechtenbach (USB #8146)
JONES, WALDO, HOLBROOK & McDONOUGH
1500 Wells Fargo Plaza
170 South Main Street
Post Office Box 45444
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101
Telephone: (801) 521-3200
Attorneys for Defendant Heritage Savings Bank

IN THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF WASHINGTON COUNTY
STATE OF UTAH

FIVE F, L.L.C.,
ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT'S
MOTION FOR DIRECTED VERDICT

Plaintiff,
vs.
HERITAGE SAVINGS BANK,
Defendant.

:

Civil No. 98-0501814

:

Honorable J. Philip Eves

This case was tried to a jury on October 22, 23,24, and 25,2001. Following the
presentation of all evidence by the plaintiff and the defendant, the defendant orally moved the
Court for a directed verdict in its favor. The Court took the motion under advisement.

ci i m n

i

Thereafter, the Court advised the parties and their counsel that, in the Court's view, the motion
for directed verdict should be granted.
Accordingly,
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that defendant's motion for a directed verdict is granted.
Judgment shall be entered in favor of the defendant and against the plaintiff in accordance with
this order.

DATED this 2f

- day of November, 2001.

Approved as to form:

*/
"> / 'tr/o\

Benson L. Hathawa^ Jr.
Attorney for'.

George: W. Pratt
Attorne
Attorney for Defendant
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TabF

2001 D E C - 3 AH 11:1,9
James S. Jardine (A1647)
Rick B. Hoggard (A5088)
RAY, QUINNEY & NEBEKER
19 South Main Street, Suite 500
P.O. Box 45385
Salt Lake City, UT 84145-0385
Telephone: (801) 532-1500

11

George W. Pratt (USB #2642)
Marci Rechtenbach (USB #8146)
JONES, WALDO, HOLBROOK & McDONOUGH
1500 Wells Fargo Plaza
170 South Main Street
Post Office Box 45444
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101
Telephone: (801) 521-3200
Attorneys for Defendant Heritage Savings Bank

IN THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF WASHINGTON COUNTY
STATE OF UTAH

FIVE F, L.L.C.,
FINAL JUDGMENT
Plaintiff,
vs.
HERITAGE SAVINGS BANK,
Defendant.

:
:
:
:
:
:

Civil No. 98-0501814
Honorable J. Philip Eves

Based upon the Court's Order Granting Defendant's Motion for Directed Verdict, and
good cause appearing,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that this action, and all
claims asserted by the plaintiff in its First Amended Complaint, are dismissed with prejudice.
DATED this #rf - day of November, 2001.

Approved as to form:

*/'*/,/

Benson L. Hathaway, >
Attorney for Plainjjfli^'

George W. Pratt
Attorney for Defendant

C 1 "Jft-JCl
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James S. Jardine (A1647)
ElainaM. Maragakis (A7929)
RAY, QUINNEY & NEBEKER
79 South Main Street
P.O. Box 45385
Salt Lake City, Utah 84145-0385
Telephone: (801) 532-1500
George W. Pratt (A2642)
Marci Rechtenbach (A8146)
JONES, WALDO, HOLBROOK & McDONOUGH
1500 Wells Fargo Plaza
170 South Main Street
Post Office Box 45444
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101
Telephone: (801) 521-3200
Attorneys for Defendant Heritage Savings Bank

IN THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
WASHINGTON COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH

FIVE F, L.L.C.,

AMENDED PROPOSED
PRETRIAL ORDER

Plaintiff,
Judge: J. Philip Eves
v.
HERITAGE SAVINGS BANK,

Civil No. 98-0501814

Defendant.

This matter came before the Court on at a pretrial conference held on October 4,2001,
before the Honorable J. Philip Eves. Benson L. Hathaway, Jr. of the lawfirmof Stirba & Hathaway
appeared as counsel for the Plaintiff, Five F, Inc. ("Five F"). James S. Jardine of the lawfirmof

Ray, Quinney & Nebeker and George W. Pratt of the law firm of Jones, Waldo, Holbook &
McDonough appeared as counsel for the Defendant Heritage Bank ("Heritage"). Based on
proceedings during the final pretrial conference and the hearing on certain pending motions, the
Court directed the parties to file an amended pretrial order on October 17, 2001. The following
action was taken:

A.

JURISDICTION. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over Plaintiffs claims

pursuant to Utah Code Ann. § 78-3-4. The jurisdiction of the court is not disputed and is hereby
determined to be present.

B.

VENUE. Venue is proper before this Court pursuant to Utah Code Ann. §§ 78-13-4

and 78-13-7. The parties agree that venue is properly laid in the Fifth Judicial District Court of
Washington County, Utah.

C.

GENERAL NATURE OF THE CLAIMS OF THE PARTIES,
1.

FIVE F'S CLAIMS AGAINST HERITAGE.
a.

Five F claims that Heritage, as Trustee under its September 12,

1996 Promissory Note and Trust Deed with Five F, owed Five F a
fiduciary duty to act in the interest of Five F as Trustor and with a
punctilio of honor.
b.

Five F claims that Heritage, as Trustee, breached its fiduciary duty

to Five F, by, among other things, failing to consult with Five F prior to
the trust deed foreclosure sale; by disregarding any interest Five F may
2

have had in the property; and, otherwise by not acting in the interest of
Five F and with a high punctilio of honor.
c.

Five F claims that as a consequence of Heritage's breach of its

fiduciary duty, Five F has been damaged by the loss of the value of its real
property used as collateral under the subject note and trust deed, for lost
rents, lost profits, lost future income and other benefits of ownership of the
real property used as collateral under the subject note and trust deed. Five
F claims in addition, that it is entitled to its attorney's fees, consequential
damages, and punitive damages.
d.

Five F claims Heritage breached its contract, including its covenant

of good faith and fair dealing, under its September 12, 1996 promissory
note and trust deed with Five F by, among other things, failing to consult
with Five F in the process of its foreclosure and bid preparation; by the
manner in which it accounted for the balance owed by Five F at various
times during the life of the loan; in its calculation of the credit amount bid
at the two foreclosure sales, by failing to give Five F credit for the value of
the real property if foreclosed on, by reaping an excessive recovery for
itself in substantial excess of its contract rights under its note and trust
deed with Five F, and by depriving Five F of the benefit of its bargain with
Heritage under its promissory note and trust deed.
e.

Five F claims as a result of Heritage's breach of its contract,

including its covenant of good faith and fair dealing, that Five F has been
3

damaged by being deprived of the value o\ ' • u: ^operty used as
collateral under the subject note and trust deed in excess of the amount
Five F agreed to pay under those instruments, Five F's lost profits, lost
rents, lost business opportunities and anticipated future earnings, its
attorney's fees, costs and consequential damages.
f.

Five F alternatively claims that Heritage has been unjustly

enriched through its excessive recovery in the foreclosure of all of the
collateral pledged by Five F under its Septeniku IJ, I'W) note ,nui <• -i
deed and its failure and refusal to duly credit bid Five F's contractual
obligation against the value of the foreclosed real property, and Five H

ILLS

been diim.n'ul bv <u.< h imiut.l enrichment in the amount Heritage has
received from Five F in this transaction, less the amount Heritage was
entitled to recovery in its obligations w 11 h Fi vc ! ;

2.

HERITAGE'S ANSWER AND DEFENSES:

Heritage denies all of Five F's claims. ()n Septeniiier 11, 1996, Heritage made a loan to
Five F in the amount of $1,200,000, which was secured by a note and trust deed on several
pieces of property, with assignment of rents.

.-p.:\

e SI ,200,000 by

December 31, 1996, but failed to do so, prompting Heritage to begin a non-judicial foreclosure
through a Trustee's Sale of its collateral.
In May of 1997, Heritage's foreclosure was stopped when Five F filed a chapter 11
bankruptcy petition. Five F proposed a plan of reorganization, which the United States

Bankruptcy Court for the District of Utah confirmed by order entered Febru^

\ 1^98. Under

the plan of reorganization, Five F was required to pay Heritage in full no later than May 31,
1998, or if it did not do so, the confirmed plan expressly permitted Heritage to conduct a
Trustee's Sale on the 10.44-acre parcel securing the Note. That sale was held on July 13,1998.
Heritage, acting as lender-beneficiary, credit bid $1,090,000, which was the highest bid at the
sale and which therefore Heritage as trustee accepted. Heritage thus acquired title to the 10.44acre parcel and Five F was credited with $1,090,000 against its loan balance. Because there was
a balance still owing on the Note, the plan further authorized Heritage to i ondud a second
Trustee's Sale on 1h

property that also secured the loan. Accordingly, a second

Trustee' Sale was held on August 12, 1998, at which sale Heritage credit bid $210,000. Iliat bid
was the highest hid >ini was therefore accepted by Heritage as trustee.
As trustee, Heritage did not owe a fiduciary duty to Five F. Five F and Heritage had no
confidential relation. Five F did not rely on Heritage for Jttv business advice. Heritage did not
have a position of dominance with Five F, since it was merely a lender to Five F.
Moreover, Heritage in its role as trustee treated Five 1 lmrlv Heritage fullv complied
with its statutory duties as trustee, including consulting with Five F on the order of the sale of the
parcels.
1

V i Hi rcsperi to Five F's claim for breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair

dealing, Heritage asserts that it has fully complied with the terms of its note and trust deed with
Five F and did so in jj,otul I'uitli.
Once Five F defaulted on its Note and foreclosure proceedings began, Heritage had no
obligation to bid on the properties at the Trustee's Sale. And even if Heritage elected to bid, it
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was free to bid an amount it determined protected its interests. Five F's claim fails because
Heritage complied with all of its duties under the note and trust deed. Moreover, Five F could
not justifiably expect: (1) that Heritage would bid at all; (2) that Heritage would bid the amount
of its debt or of any appraisal, especially when it considered the appraisals at best uncertain; or
(3) that it would receive as credit against its loan anything more than the highest bid at the
Trustee's Sale.
As a matter of law, any evidence regarding the collateral property or its disposition after
the trustee sale is irrelevant and inadmissible.
Five F's unjust enrichment claim fails for three reasons. First, an unjust enrichment
claim is precluded when there is a written contract, such as this, the note and trust deed. Second,
even assuming arguendo that this claim is properly part of this lawsuit, it fails as a matter of
fairness. Although it was possible that Heritage would ultimately sell the subject property for.
more than the amount it had bid, Heritage also took the corresponding risk that the property
would be sold for less than the amount of Heritage's bid. Under law and equity, Five F is the
party that bears the risks of the Trustee's Sale process. The outcome that Five F challenges was
not unjust because Five F received what it had bargained for, and further, Heritage was not
unjustly enriched because it received exactly what the Trustee's Sale process mandated. Third,
when all of Heritage's default rights and indirect costs are considered, there was no enrichment.
Finally, all of Five F's claims are barred by the doctrine of judicial estoppel. Five F
proposed and succeeded in obtaining confirmation of a chapter 11 plan which provided, with
respect to Heritage, that if Five F did not pay Heritage in full by May 31, 1998, Heritage could
then proceed to conduct a foreclosure sale of the 10.4 acre parcel and then, if it was not paid in
6

full from that sale, it could proceed to conduct a foreclosure sale of the remaining four-plex.
Heritage proceeded in strict accordance with Five F's confirmed plan, was the high bidder at the
first foreclosure sale, where it was not paid in full, and then scheduled the second foreclosure
sale, where it was also the high bidder. Thus, Heritage acquired title to all its collateral through
foreclosure, in strict accordance with Five F's confirmed bankruptcy plan. Consequently, Five F
is judicially estopped to challenge the validity and results of the foreclosure sales, as it attempts
to do in this suit.

D.

TRIAL OF CLAIMS BY COURT.

Five F's claim of unjust enrichment and Heritage's defense ofjudicial estoppel will be tried
by the Court outside the presence of the jury. Five F stipulates that if its claim for breach of the
implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing is submitted to the jury, then the unjust enrichment
claim is withdrawn. Facts unique to the unjust enrichment claim and the defense of judicial
estoppel, if any, shall not be argued to or in the presence of the jury.

E.

UNCONTROVERTED FACTS. The following facts are established by

admissions in the pleadings, by court order pursuant to Defendant's Motion for Summary
Judgment, or by stipulation of the parties and counsel
1.

Plaintiff Five F is a Utah limited liability company with its principal place of

business in St. George, Utah.
2.

Defendant Heritage Savings Bank is a Utah financial institution with its principal

place of business in St. George, Utah.
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3.

On September 12, 1996, Heritage loaned Five F $1,200,000, and Five F executed

a Promissory Note in favor of Heritage in the amount of $1,200,000.00.
4.

The Note was secured by a Trust Deed with Assignment of Rents, through which

Five F conveyed to Heritage as Trustee, title to three parcels of real property, an undeveloped
parcel consisting of 10.44 acres, and two four-plexes.
5.

Prior to closing the loan to Five F, Heritage had received appraisals on the three

parcels of real property pledged to secure the loan (the 10.44-acre parcel of raw land, and the two
four-plexes), in the amounts, respectively, of $1,640,000.00, $306,000.00, and $306,000.00.
6.

Mr. Fowler was aware of these appraisal valuations at the time of the closing.

7.

Heritage was the Beneficiary and also the Trustee under the Trust Deed, of which

Fowler was aware when he signed the Trust Deed.
8.

Five F defaulted in its obligations under the Note, by failing to pay all principal

and accrued interest by December 31, 1996, as required by the Note.
9.

On February 28, 1997, Heritage as Trustee commenced a nonjudicial foreclosure

proceeding against all three parcels of real property by filing a Notice of Default with the
Washington County Recorder.
10.

At the time of the December 31, 1998 default, Five F owed Heritage on its Note

the full principal amount of approximately $1,200,000 plus interest and costs to be incurred in
foreclosure.
11.

On March 17, 1998, Five F made a partial payment on the loan of $240,000, in

exchange for reconveyance of one of the two four-plexes.
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12.

Heritage's foreclosure proceeding was interrupted when, on or about May 23,

1997, Five F filed a chapter 11 bankruptcy petition.
13.

In connection with the chapter 11 proceeding, Heritage assessed its lien against

the real property securing the Note, as well as the rents collected by Five F from the remaining
four-plex property.
14.

In its chapter 11 bankruptcy case Five F sought and obtained confirmation of a

Plan of Reorganization, which was confirmed by order of the bankruptcy court on February 18,
1998.
15.

Five F's Plan of Reorganization provided that Heritage could proceed with its

foreclosure of the property if Five F did not paid Heritage in full by May 31, 1998.
16.

Five F failed to pay Heritage in full by May 31,1998.

17.

A trustee's sale was held on the 10.44-acre tract on July 13,1998.

18.

At the July 13, 1998, trustee's sale, Heritage credit bid $1,090,000 and acquired

title to the 10.44-acre parcel.
19.

On August 12, 1998, a trustee's sale was held on the four-plex property.

20.

At the August 12, 1998 Trustee's Sale, Heritage credit bid $210,000.00 and

acquired title to the four-plex property.
21.

Heritage sold the four-plex to a third party on about August 20, 1998, for

$280,000.00, yielding net sale proceeds to Heritage of $261,009.10.
22.

On October 6, 2000, Heritage sold the 10.44-acre parcel for $1,682,000.00.

9

F.

CONTESTED ISSUES OF FACT. l The contested issues of fact remaining for

decision are:
1.

PLAINTIFF'S CONTESTED ISSUES OF FACT:
a.

Whether Five F and its representatives reposed their trust or
confidence in Heritage as Trustee and relied on Heritage's
guidance.

b.

Whether Heritage

was

in

a position

to

exercise

extraordinary influence over Five F in the handling of the loan and
foreclosure of the collateral.
c.

Whether Heritage stood in a dominant position vis-a-vis
Five F in the handling of its loan and the foreclosure of the
collateral.

d.

Whether Heritage as Trustee allowed Five F to participate
in any meaningful way in the Trustee's Sale, including the
calculation of the credit bid, and the calculation of balance owed.

e.

Whether Heritage as Trustee acted in the interest of Five F
with a high punctilio of honor in its capacity as Trustee under its
Promissory Note and Trust Deed with Five F.

f.

Whether Five F was damaged as a consequence of
Heritage's conduct.

1

By including various contested issues of fact or law herein, the parties do not agree that such issues are material,
relevant, properly pleaded, or otherwise correct, and specifically reserve their right to argue against such issue at
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g.

Whether Heritage's conduct as Trustee was wanton,
intentional, purposeful or in reckless disregard of the contractual
and legal rights of Five F.

h.

The extent of the income and wealth of Heritage.

i.

Whether there is a probability that Heritage might repeat
the conduct complained of.

j.

Whether as a result of the amounts paid to Heritage by Five
F, together with the value of the real property taken by Heritage in
foreclosure,

Heritage

has

received

the benefit

of

assets

substantially in excess of the obligation arising in Five F under the
Note and Trust Deed, to the detriment of Five F.
k.

Whether Five F understood that, in the event of Five F's
default, Heritage could foreclose on the property used as collateral,
but that value of the collateral would not be considered as credit
against the loan.

1.

Whether Five F was justified in expecting to be obligated
under its Promissory Note and Trust Deed with Heritage only to
the extent of the face amount of the note, plus interest together
with costs and fees.

trial. Specifically, the parties have included contested issues of fact and law consistent with their prior positions
presented to the Court in its motion, in order to preserve those issues.
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Whether Five F expected to lose all of its collateral pledged
to secure its Promissory Note with Heritage notwithstanding the
actual value of the pledged property and its contractual obligations
under the terms of the Promissory Note.
Whether Heritage determined its credit bid at the sale of the
10.44 acres, by deducting $225,000 from what it calculated Five F
owed it, expecting it could retrieve this amount from a subsequent
quick sale of the four-plex, which decision was made with full
knowledge and consideration of the September 1996 appraisal of
the 10.44 acres in the amount of $1,640,000, the April 1998
appraisal in the amount of $1,830,000 and $1,380,000, and, that by
Heritage's calculations, as of the date of the sale, Five F owed
Heritage $1,314,685.33.
Whether Heritage determined the amount to be credit bid at
the Trustee's Sale of Five F's four-plex by deducting from the
amount it calculated remained owed by Five F an amount
calculated to be the approximate amount of rents which had been
collected and were being held in a reserve account pursuant to the
bankruptcy court's order.
Whether Heritage's conduct in the performance of its
obligations as Beneficiary under its Promissory Note and Trust
Deed with Five F was contrary to Five F's justified expectations.
12

q.

Whether Five F was damaged directly and as a
consequence of Heritage's actions under the performance of its
obligations under the Note and Trust Deed,

r.

Alternatively, whether Heritage received a windfall outside
of its contractual obligations in the foreclosure and subsequent sale
of the collateral,

s.

Whether Five F intended to bestow the value of the pledged
collateral notwithstanding its value and Five F's contractual
obligations,

t

Whether Heritage was paid in full upon foreclosure of the
10.44 acres on Five F's obligation under the Promissory Note and
Trust Deed,

u.

What amount is required in equity to make Five F whole as
a result of Heritage's unjust enrichment.

2.

DEFENDANT'S CONTESTED ISSUES OF FACT
a.

Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim
(1)

Did Heritage as trustee conduct the trustee sales in
accordance with the statutory requirements?

(2)

Did Heritage, above and beyond its role as lender and
mortgagee, have and exercise extraordinary influence over
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Five F? If so, did Heritage exercise that influence
unlawfully?
(3)

Did Heritage, above and beyond its role as lender and
mortgagee, because of dependence, weakness of age, state
of mental strength or state of business intelligence, hold a
position of superiority or dominance over Five F? If so, did
Heritage use that position of superiority or dominance
unlawfully?

(4)

Did Five F, separate and apart from its pledge of property
as collateral for its loan from Heritage, otherwise place its
property in the charge of Heritage?

(5)

Did Heritage, above and beyond its role as lender and
mortgagee, have an overmastering influence over Five F?
If so, did Heritage use that influence unlawfully?

(6)

Did Five F, with Heritage's understanding, repose a
continuous trust in the skill and integrity of Heritage, above
and beyond the borrower-lender relationship?

(7)

Were the note and trust deed negotiated at arm's length?
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(8)

Did Five F request Heritage as trustee to consult with it in
any respect?

(9)

Did Heritage as trustee have a fiduciary duty to Five F?

(10)

If Heritage as trustee had a fiduciary duty to Five F, was
Five F injured by Heritage's conduct as trustee?

(11)

If Five F was injured by Heritage's conduct as trustee, what
damages did it suffer?

(12)

If someone else had been substituted to act as trustee under
the trust deed, would the outcome of the trustee's sales
have been altered in any way?

(13)

By the time the foreclosure sales were conducted, had the
relationship between Heritage and Five F become
"adversarial," such that any fiduciary duties that may have
existed were extinguished?

b.

Breach of Contract Claim
(1)

Did Heritage breach the implied covenant of good faith and
fair dealing?
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(2)

Did Five F expressly agree in its confirmed Chapter 11 plan
that, in the event Heritage was not paid in full by May 31,
1998, it could proceed with a trustee sale on the 10.4 acre
parcel and then, if the proceeds from the trustee sale did not
pay in full the Note, it could conduct a foreclosure sale of
the four-plex?

(3)

Under the operation of the trust deed and trust deed statute,
was Heritage paid the amount of the proceeds of the trustee
sale or some other amount?

(4)

Did Five F have a justified expectation under its contract
with Heritage, i.e., the promissory note, trust deed, and
confirmed Chapter 11 plan, that if Heritage bid at the
trustee sale, it would bid an amount for the 10.4 acre parcel
equal to or greater than the fair market value, or the amount
of any appraisal it had in its possession?

(5)

Did Five F have a justified expectation that Heritage would
not foreclose, under any circumstances, on all of its
collateral?

(a)

Did Five F ever disclose this expectation to
Heritage?
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(b)

Did Five F deliberately fail to disclose this
expectation to Heritage to induce Heritage to make
the loan?

(c)

Was Heritage "paid in full" by its foreclosure on the
10.44 acre parcel?

(6)

Did Five F have a justified expectation that in the event of
foreclosure its collateral would not be sold at the Trustee's
Sale to the highest bidder, which amount would be applied
to its debt?

(7)

Would the obligations that Five F seeks to enforce against
Heritage result in a better contract for Five F than the
contract that Five F actually entered into with Heritage?

(8)

Is Five F attempting to establish new, independent rights or
duties that were not created in the parties' contract, or
agreed by Heritage?

(9)

In connection with the two foreclosure sales, did Heritage
fully comply with all provisions of the trust deed and the
foreclosure statute?
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(10)

Did Five F have a justifiable expectation that Heritage
would consult with it about and agree upon Five F's
position on the calculation of the bids it presented at the
trustee sales?

(11)

Did Five F suffer damages as a result of any breach of the
implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing?

(12)

What damages, if any, were suffered by Five F as a result
of any breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair
dealing?

c.

Unjust Enrichment Claim
(1)

Was there an express contract governing the rights of
Heritage and Five F in the event of a default on the Note by
Five F?

(2)

Did Five F confer a benefit upon Heritage through
Heritage's exercise of its contractual foreclosure rights?

(3)

If so, at the time such benefit was conferred, was Heritage
aware of the benefit?
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(4)

Under the circumstances, would it be inequitable for
Heritage to retain any benefit received through its exercise
of its contractual foreclosure rights?

(5)

Did Five F engage in inequitable conduct to induce
Heritage to enter into the contracts or otherwise engage in
inequitable conduct?

G.

CONTESTED ISSUES OF LAW. The contested issues of law, in addition to

those implicit in the foregoing issues of fact, are:
1.

PLAINTIFF'S CONTESTED ISSUES OF LAW
a.

Whether Heritage as trustee under the trust deed between Heritage

Bank and Five F owed Five F a fiduciary duty.
b.

Whether Heritage breached that duty by failing to act in the

interest of Five F and to accord itself with a high punctilio of honor.
c.

Whether Heritage's conduct was consistent with Five F's justified

expectations under Five F's promissory note and trust deed with Heritage.
d.

Whether Five F's confirmed Chapter 11 Bankruptcy Plan is a bar

to the instant action.
e.

Whether Heritage's duty under the Trust Deed is greater than the

mere obligation to sell the pledged property in accordance with the default
provision of the Trust Deed.

19

f.

Whether Heritage's conduct in foreclosing on Five F's property

comported with all requirements of Utah law.
g.

2.

Whether Heritage has been unjustly enriched.

DEFENDANT'S CONTESTED ISSUES OF LAW
a.

Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim
(1)

Did Heritage as trustee have a fiduciary duty to Five F as
trustor when its only relation with Five F was as a lender
negotiating with Five F at arm's length?

(2)

In light of Utah Code Ann. § 57-l-27(l)(1988), did
Heritage as trustee have any duty to consult with Five F
about the trustee sale other than as to "the order in which
the trust property shall be sold?"

(3)

Did Heritage as Trustee owe a fiduciary duty to Fiye F as
trustor under the facts of this case?

(4)

After the relationship between Heritage and Five F had
turned adversarial, did Heritage owe any fiduciary duty to
Five F?

(5)

Can a trier of fact consider any evidence regarding the
collateral property or its disposition after the trustee sale?
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(6)

Can Five F now seek punitive damages under its breach of
fiduciary duty claim when it did not pray for such damages
or allege wanton, intentional or reckless conduct in its
complaint?

(7)

Can Five F now seek lost profits under its breach of
fiduciary duty claim when it did not pray for such damages
and absent expert testimony, evidence of profits of similar
businesses or evidence of subsequent profits?

b.

Breach of Contract Claim
(1)

Did Heritage as lender or beneficiary have a contractual
duty to bid at the trustee sale of the 10.4 acre parcel?

(2)

If Heritage decided to bid on the 10.4 acre parcel, did it
have a contractual duty to bid the fair market value of the
parcel or the amount of an appraisal in its possession?

(3)

Was Heritage as beneficiary entitled to bid an amount at the
trustee sale on the 10.4 acre parcel that it determined
necessary to avoid any risk of loss or protect its own
interests?

(4)

Is the note, trust deed and bankruptcy plan ambiguous in
any material respect? Is parol evidence of Five F's
21

purported expectations admissible where those expectations
are nowhere reflected in the promissory note, trust deed, or
confirmed plan?

(5)

As a matter of law, could Five F have a justified
expectation as to what would be bid or accepted at the
trustee sale other than the highest bid?

(6)

Once the trustee sale under the deed of trust occurred, if it
complied with all statutory requirements, were Five F's
rights fully extinguished with respect to the property sold?

(7)

Can the trier of fact consider any evidence regarding the
collateral property or its disposition after the Trustee sale?

(8)

Does the party's contract in this case - that is, the
promissory note, trust deed, and confirmed Chapter 11 plan
— specifically authorize Heritage to foreclose against the
10.4 acre parcel and then, if not paid in full from that sale,
foreclose against the four-plex and acquire both at the
foreclosure sales by credit bid, thus precluding any claim
for breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair
dealing as a matter of law?

??

(9)

By conducting the two separate foreclosure sales in
accordance with the terms of the confirmed chapter 11
plan, was Heritage simply exercising its express contractual
rights, thus precluding the assertion of any claim for breach
of the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing?

(10)

Do the obligations that Five F seeks to imply, through the
implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing, result in a
better contract for Five F than the contract that was actually
entered into with Heritage and proposed by Five F in its
chapter 11 plan, thus precluding the assertion of any claim
for breach of implied covenant?

(11)

By pursuing this claim is Five F attempting to establish
new, independent rights or duties, that were not created in
the parties' contract, or agreed to by Heritage?

(12)

Where Heritage fully complied with all provisions of the
Note, Trust Deed, Chapter 11 Bankruptcy Plan and trust
deed foreclosure statute, can it be held liable for breach of
the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing?

(13)

May Five F introduce evidence of lost profits when it did
not pray for such damages and absent expert testimony,
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evidence of profits of similar businesses or evidence of
subsequent profits?

(14)

May Five F introduce evidence on Heritage's internal rate
of return with respect to its breach of contract claim?

c.

Unjust Enrichment Claim
(1)

As a matter of law, can Five F bring a claim for unjust
enrichment where there is an express contract governing
the rights of Heritage and Five F in the event of a default
on the Note by Five F?

(2)

Was Heritage unjustly enriched through its exercise of its
contractually agreed upon foreclosure rights?

(3)

Does Five F's inequitable conduct in inducing Heritage to
make the loan preclude it from obtaining the equitable
remedy of unjust enrichment?

d.

Other
(1)

Is Five F's confirmed bankruptcy plan a bar to any or all of
Five F's claims under a theory of judicial estoppel?
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(2)

As a matter of law, can Five F attack the validity of the
Plan of Reorganization it successfully advanced in its
Chapter 11 bankruptcy proceeding?

(3)

Did the Plan of Reorganization, advanced by Five F and
adopted by the bankruptcy court, give Heritage the legal
right to foreclose on the second parcel if it was not "paid in
full" by foreclosure on the first parcel?

(4)

Under Rule 9(g), Utah Rules of Civil Procedure, may Five
F recover alleged damages consisting of lost profits and
loss of good will, when such alleged damages were not
specifically prayed for in Five F's Amended Complaint?

(5)

As a matter of law, if Five F's obligation to Heritage under
the Note was not satisfied by the proceeds of the first
trustee sale, was it entitled to proceed with the trustee sale
on the second parcel?

H.

ATTORNEYS' FEES. The parties reserve their arguments, if any, regarding their

right to attorneys' fees and their entitlement to attorneys' fees for later presentation to the Court.
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I.

EXHIBITS
1.

PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBITS. Five F's exhibits will be provided to Heritage

by October 5,2001 by 10:00 a.m.
2.

DEFENDANT'S EXHIBITS. Heritage's exhibits will be provided to Five

F by October 5,2001 by 10:00 a.m.
3.

EXHIBITS IN CUSTODY OF COURT CLERK. Exhibits received in

evidence and placed in the custody of the clerk may be withdrawn from the
clerk's office upon signing of receipts therefor by the respective parties offering
them. The exhibits shall be returned to the clerk's office within a reasonable time
and in the meantime shall be available for inspection at the request of other
parties.
4.

EXHIBITS IN CUSTODY OF PARTIES. Exhibits identified and

offered that remain in the custody of the party offering them shall be made
available for review by the offering party to any other party to the action that
requests access to them in writing.
5.

AUTHENTICITY. The parties shall file any objection to the authenticity

of proposed exhibits not later than five business days from receipt of an exhibit.
The proposed exhibits are subject to all other objections, if any, by an opposing
party at the trial.
6.

SUPPLEMENTAL EXHIBITS. If exhibits other than those exchanged

on the date stated above are to be offered, the existence of which could not have
reasonably been anticipated, they will be submitted to opposing counsel at least
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72 hours before their introduction at trial. The opposing party reserves its right to
object to such exhibits, outside the presence of the jury, by objection at trial or on
motion.
7.

IMPEACHMENT EXHIBITS. Any exhibits to be used for

impeachment of a witness called by an opposing party that are not otherwise
disclosed pursuant to another part of this Order to the extent their use can be
reasonably anticipated, shall be submitted to opposing counsel by 5:00 p.m. on
the day preceding their proposed use, provided that the Court may permit use of
such exhibits on shorter notice upon a showing of good cause. The foregoing
does not apply to the use of documents for impeachment purposes that a party
does not intend to offer as an exhibit. A party may object to the admission of an
exhibit introduced pursuant to the provisions of this paragraph upon a showing of
undue surprise and prejudice caused by the failure of the proponent to disclose its
intended use of the document earlier.
8.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS.
a.

Enlargement of Exhibits. Each party may, for demonstrative

purposes, enlarge any exhibit, provided that (i) a copy of the exhibit to be
enlarged has been provided to opposing counsel; (ii) the exhibit has been
properly offered into evidence; and (iii) the exhibit has been received by
the Court. Each party reserves the right to object to use of any exhibit that
has been enlarged. Enlarged exhibits shall be used during the trial only
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and will not be received into evidence and will not accompany the jury
into the jury room, unless otherwise stipulated by the parties.
b.

Other Demonstrative Exhibits. The parties need not exchange or

identify demonstrative exhibits at the time that the parties exchange other
exhibits on October 5, 2001. If a party intends to use a demonstrative
exhibit at trial, it shall provide 24 hours notice to the opposing party so
that objections, if any, to the use of the proposed demonstrative exhibit
can be made and those objections resolved by the Court not later than the
afternoon preceding the day on which the proposed demonstrative exhibit
is to be used.
c.

Summaries of Voluminous Documents. Documents that

constitute summaries pursuant to Utah R. Evid. 1006, which may be
offered in evidence, also need not be identified at the time the parties
exchange other exhibits on October 5, 2001. However, the categories of
source documents for such potential summaries should be exchanged by
the parties on October 5, 2001. Such documents shall be numbered as
exhibits. The parties shall provide copies of such summaries that they
intend to offer as exhibits on or before October 15, 2001. The parties may
seek exceptions from the Court for good cause.
9.

USE OF EXHIBITS BY OTHER PARTY. Each party reserves the

right to offer into evidence an exhibit identified by any other party.
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10.

NUMBERING OF EXHIBITS. Five F may number its proposed

exhibits beginning "P-l" and continuing with the use of consecutive numbers.
Heritage may number its proposed exhibits beginning with the letter "D" followed
by the next consecutive number after the last number used by Five F.

J-

WITNESSES.
1.

In the absence of reasonable notice to opposing counsel to the contrary:
a.

b.

c.

Plaintiff will call as lay witnesses:
1.

Ray Fowler

2.

William T. Thurman

3.

Brian Chadaz

4.

Daniel Johnson

5.

Randy Rynearson

6.

Stan McConkie

Plaintiff may call as lay witnesses:
1.

Cathy Fowler

2.

Brent Beesley

3.

Thomas Rich

4.

Any witness called by Defendant

Expert witnesses Plaintiff will call at trial
1.

Derk Rasmussen, RGL Gallagher
136 East So. Temple, Suite 1770
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
(801) 355-0400
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d.

Expert witnesses Plaintiff may call at trial
1.

2.

In the absence of reasonable notice to opposing counsel to the contrary :
a.

b.

c.

2

John K-Bushnell, MAI
3446 Chaparral Drive
St. George, Utah 84790

Defendant will call as lay witnesses:
1.

Brent Beesley

2.

Brian Chadaz

3.

Raymond Fowler

4.

BillThuiman

Defendant may call as lay witnesses:
1.

Kathy Fowler

%

Kerry Soper

3.

Gary Esplin, City Manager, St. George, Utah

4.

Tom Rich

5.

Any witness subpoenaed by plaintiff

6.

Any witness listed by plaintiff

7.

Any witness called by plaintiff

Defendant will call as expert witnesses:
1.

Merrill Norman

2.

David Thomas

The parties reserve the right to call any witness listed here by deposition if such witness is unavailable.
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d.

Defendant may call as expert witnesses:
1.

e.
3.

None at this time.

Defendant may call other rebuttal witnesses as needed.

Testimony Offered by Deposition. A party intending to present

testimony by deposition shall designate the portions of the deposition testimony to
be presented not later than October 12, 2001. Cross-designations to such
depositions shall be made not later than October 17, 2001. Further crossdesignations may be made upon reasonable notice to the opposing party, and in
any event prior to trial. Exceptions may be made upon stipulation of the parties or
by the Court for good cause shown.
4.

Other Witnesses. In the event that witnesses other than those listed are to

be called to testify at the trial, a statement of their names, addresses, and the
general subject matter of their testimony will be served upon opposing counsel on
or before October 17, 2001. This restriction shall not apply to rebuttal witnesses
whose testimony, where required, cannot be reasonably anticipated before the
time of trial.
5.

Notice of Witnesses. Each party will provide to the other party two days

advance notice of the witnesses (including witnesses whose testimony being
offered by deposition), and the order in which it intends to call those witnesses on
each trial day, subject to any unforeseeable changes in the length or scheduling of
witnesses.
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K.

REQUESTS FOR INSTRUCTIONS. Requests for instructions to the jury and

special requests for voir dire examination of the jury will be submitted on October 17, 2001,
subject to further rulings of the Court. The parties reserve the right to supplement their proposed
jury instructions, and such supplementation shall be submitted to opposing counsel and the Court
no later than October 22, 2001. The parties shall submit two hard copy versions of proposed jury
instructions: one with annotations, and the other without annotations, and also shall bring to trial
these proposed jury instructions on computer discs, in Corel WordPerfect 8 format:

L.

TRIAL BRIEF. The parties may submit a trial brief to the Court and to opposing

counsel by October 18, 2001.

M.

AMENDMENTS TO PLEADINGS. Five F filed its First Amended Complaint

on May 11, 1999. The deadline for amending pleadings as established by the Court has expired.
There were no other requests to amend pleadings.

N.

DISCOVERY. Discovery has been completed.

O.

PENDING MOTIONS. The following motions are pending in whole or in part:
1.
Heritage's Motion In Limine Re: Damages Claims, which the Court took
under advisement.
2.
Heritage's Motion In Limine Re: Certain Accounting Documents For The
Five F Loan And Documents Produced By Deloitte & Touche, issues on which
the Court reserved until the time of trial.
3.
The Court took under advisement the issue of whether Plaintiff could seek
punitive damages.
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P.

JUROR NOTEBOOKS. At the commencement of deliberations, each juror may

be provided with a notebook containing materials mutually agreed to by the parties, or otherwise
ordered by the Court. The cost of such notebooks shall be borne by both parties equally.
Q.

SPECIAL VERDICT. The parties will submit a special verdict form to the

Court on October 19, 2001.
R.

TRIAL SETTING. The case is set for a jury trial on October 22-26,2001 at 9:00

a.m. at the Fifth Judicial District Courthouse, Washington County, Utah. Counsel for both parties
shall arrive the first day of trial at 8:45 a.m.
S.

MODIFICATIONS TO PRETRIAL ORDER- The parties may request a

modification of this order as a result of any subsequent rulings by the Court and/or intervening
events that necessitate modification of this order.
T.

POSSIBILITY OF SETTLEMENT. Possibility of settlement is considered poor.

DATED this

day of October, 2001.
BY THE COURT

J. Philip Eves
District Court Judge
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The foregoing proposed pretrial order (prior to execution by the court) is hereby adopted this
day of October, 2001.

614360v3
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING
I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing AMENDED PROPOSED
PRETRIAL ORDER was mailed, postage prepaid, on this [ & -"day of October, 2001 to the
following:
Benson L. Hathaway
Aimee K. Martinez
STIRBA & HATHAWAY
215 South State Street, Suite 1150
P.O. Box 810
Salt Lake City, Utah 84110-0810

35

TabH

PROMISSORY NOTE
Loan # 600416
(Secured by Utah Deed of Trust)
1,200,000.00

September 12,1996

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned promises and agrees to pay
o the order of Heritage Savings Bank, at its office located at 95
ast Tabernacle, St. George, Utah 84770, or at such other place as
he holder hereof may designate in writing, the principal sum of
ne Million
Two Hundred
Thousand
and tfo/lOO— Dollars
$1,200,000.00), or so much thereof as shall from time to time be
ivanced to the undersigned, in lawful money of the United States
£ America, together with interest on the unpaid balance thereof at
le rate of Ten and One Quarter
percent ( 10.25
%) per annum
itil paid.
Monthly interest payments of $10,250.00f will be
}vember 1, 1996 and again on December 1, 1996.

due on

All sums of principal and interest due under this Note shall
i paid in full on December 31, 1996
Prepayment of principal may occur hereunder at any time and
.thout penalty. Any partial prepayment made under this Note shall
)t operate to postpone or suspend the obligation to make, and
tall not have the effect of altering the size of the regularly
'heduled installments provided for herein.
In the event any installment or payment (including an
stallment or payment with respect to which the late charge
ovided for in this paragraph has previously been imposed)
ovided to be made hereunder, or under any instrument given to
cure the payment of the obligations evidenced hereby, has not
en paid in full on or before ten (10) days after the payment is
e, the holder hereof shall have the right to demand of and
ceive from the undersigned a late charge equal to five percent
%) of the entirety of such installment or payment.
In the event: (1) any installment or payment provided for
reunder is not paid in full within fifteen (15) days after its
heduled due date; or (2) the undersigned defaults in the
rformance of any covenant or promise contained herein or in any
strument given to secure the payment of the obligations evidenced
reby; or (3) a petition is filed seeking that any of the
iersigned be adjudged a oankrupt; or (4) any of the undersigned
tes a general assignment for the benefit of creditors; or (5) any
the undersigned suffers the appointment of a receiver; or (6)
r of the undersigned becomes insolvent or unaergoes liquidation,
rmination, or dissolution; then, in any of such events, the
:ire remaining unpaid balance of both principal and interest

owing hereunder, shall, at the option of the holder hereof and
without notice of demand, become immediately due and payable.
Thereafter, said unpaid balance, with interest, shall, until paid
and both before and after judgment, earn interest at the rate of
eighteen percent (18%) per annum.
The acceptance of any
installment or payment after the occurrence of a default or event
giving rise to the right of acceleration provided for in this
paragraph shall not constitute a waiver of such right of
acceleration with respect to such default or event or any
subsequent default or event.
In the event any payment under this Note is not made, or any
obligation provided to be satisfied or performed under any
.nstrument given to secure the obligation evidenced hereby is not
satisfied or performed, at the time and in the manner required, the
mdersigned agrees to pay any and all costs and expenses
regardless of the particular nature thereof and whether or not
.ncurred in conjunction with litigation, before or after judgment,
>r in connection with exercise of the power of sale provided for in
he Deed of Trust securing this Note) which may be incurred by the
older hereof in connection with the enforcement of any of its
ights under this Note or under any such other instrument,
ncluding court costs and reasonable Trustee's and attorney's fees.
n the event of any other legal action regarding this Note, its
erms or the interpretation of its provisions, the undersigned
grees to pay the costs and attorney's fees of the holder incurred
n connection with any such action.
Notwithstanding any other provision contained in this Note or
a any instrument given to secure the obligation evidenced hereby:
1) the rates of interest charges, and penalties provided for
srein and therein shall in no event exceed the rates, charges, and
snalties which result in interest being charged at a rate equaling
le maximum allowed by law; and (2) if, for any reason whatsoever,
le holder hereof ever receives as interest in connection with the
ransaction of which this Note is a part, an amount which would
ssult in interest being charged at a rate exceeding the maximum
.lowed by law, such amount or portion thereof as would otherwise
s excessive interest shall automatically be applied toward
eduction of the unpaid principal balance then outstanding
ireunder and not toward payment of interest.
The maker, sureties, guarantors, and endorsers hereof
veraily waive presentment for payment:, protest, demand, notice of
otest, notice of dishonor, and notice of nonpayment, and
pressly agree thai: this Note, or any payment hereunder, may be
tended from time to time by the holder hereof without in any way
fecting the liability of such parties. This Note shall be the
int and several obligation of all makers, sureties, guarantors,
d endorser, and shall be binding upon their respective heirs,
rsonal representatives, successors, and assigns. In the event
v of the undersigned is a partnership or corporation, each person
ecuting this instrument on behalf of such entity individually and
rsonally represents and warrants that this Note and each
strument signed in the name of such entity and delivered to

secure the obligation evidenced hereby is in all respects binding
ipon such entity as an act and obligation of said partnership or
:orporation.
Time is of the essence of this Note and each of the provisions
.ereof.
This Note, given in consideration of a loan made by the payee
ereof to the undersigned, is principally secured by a Deed of
rust covering real property situated in Washington County, State
f Utah.
This Note shall be governed by and construed in
ccordance with the laws of the State of Utah.

FIVE F L . L . C .

By:

\\^<y^v^<r^\^T £— yr^r~zs\.

RaymoQ& K.Fowler
Managing Member

ix3^

cTTt^L
CATHY/^. FOWLcR,
as a r r i n d i v i d u a !

Raymond K.Fowler
As an Individual
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PLAINTIFF'S
EXHIBIT
WHEN RECORDED, MAIL TO:
Heritage Savings Bank
94 E. Tabernacle
St. George, Utah 84770
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TRUST DEED
With A s s i g n m e n t of Rents
THIS TRUST D E E D , m a d e this 12th d a y of S e p t e m b e r , 1 9 9 6 ,
between FIVE F L.L.C. , as TRUSTOR, whose address is 1342 EAST 1250
South, St. George, Utah 8 4 7 7 0 , HERITAGE SAVINGS B A N K , a s T R U S T E E ,
and HERITAGE SAVINGS BANK, as BENEFICIARY;
WITNESSETH: That Trustor CONVEYS A N D W A R R A N T S TO T R U S T E E IN
T R U S T , WITH POWER O F SALE, t h e following described p r o p e r t y ,
situated in Washington County, State of Utah:
__.,„,. „ ^ .„.-»«=.

n

^^«^-,

See Attached Exhibit A

RUSSELL SHIRTS * WASHINGTON CO RECORDER
1996 SEP 13 11:13 Ah FEE $22.00 BY CB
FOR: SOUTHERN UTAH TITLE CO
Together with a l l b u i l d i n g s , f i x t u r e s , a n d improvements
thereon a n d a l l water r i g h t s , rights of w a y , e a s e m e n t s , r e n t s ,
issues, profits, income, t e n e m e n t s , hereditaments, p r i v i l e g e s , a n d
appurtenances thereunto belonging, now or hereafter used o r enjoyed
with said property, o r a n y p a r t t h e r e o f , SUBJECT, HOWEVER, t o t h e
right, power, and authority hereinafter given t o and conferred upon
Beneficiary to collect and apply such r e n t s , i s s u e s , a n d p r o f i t s ;
F O R T H E PURPOSE O F SECURING (1) payment of t h e indebtedness
evidenced b y a promissory note of even date h e r e w i t h , in t h e
principal amount of $ 1,200,000.00 , made b y T r u s t o r , p a y a b l e t o
the order of Beneficiary a t t h e t i m e s , in t h e m a n n e r , and with
interest as therein s e t forth, a n d any extensions and/or renewals
or modifications thereof; (2) t h e performance of each a g r e e m e n t of
Trustor herein contained; (3) t h e payment of such additional loans
or advances as hereafter may b e m a d e to T r u s t o r , or its successors
or a s s i g n s , when evidenced b y a promissory note o r notes reciting
that it is secured b y this Trust Deed; and (4) t h e p a y m e n t of a l l
sums expended or advanced b y Beneficiary under or p u r s u a n t t o t h e
terms hereof, together with interest thereon as herein p r o v i d e d .
TO PROTECT T H E SECURITY O F THIS TRUST DEED, TRUSTOR A G R E E S :
1.
T o keep said property in good condition and r e p a i r ; n o t
to remove or demolish any building thereon; t o complete o r restore
promptly and in good and workmanlike manner a n y b u i l d i n g w h i c h m a y
be constructed, damaged, o r destroyed thereon; t o comply with a l l
laws, covenants, and restrictions affecting said p r o p e r t y ; n o t to
commit or permit w a s t e t h e r e o f ; n o t to commit, suffer, o r p e r m i t
any a c t upon said property in violation of law; t o d o a l l other
acts w h i c h from t h e character o r u s e of said p r o p e r t y m a y b e
reasonably necessary, t h e specific enumerations herein n o t
excluding the general; and, if t h e loan secured hereby o r a n y part
thereof is being obtained for the purpose of financing construction
of improvements o n said p r o p e r t y , Trustor further a g r e e s :
(a) To commence construction promptly and to pursue same
with reasonable diligence to completion in accordance with plans
and specifications satisfactory to Beneficiary, and
(b) To allow Beneficiary to inspect said property at all
times during construction.
Trustee, upon presentation to it of an affidavit signed
by Beneficiary setting forth facts showing a default by Trustor
under this numbered paragraph, is authorized to accept as true and
conclusive all facts and statements therein, and to act thereon
hereunder.
2.
To provide and maintain insurance, of such type o r types
and amounts as Beneficiary m a y r e q u i r e , o n t h e improvements n o w
existing or hereafter erected o r p l a c e d o n said p r%o p e r t y .
Such
i n s u r a n c e shall b e carried i n comn*n**e — —
*
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Beneficiary. In event of loss, Trustor shall give immediate notice
to Beneficiary, who may make proof of loss, and each insurance
company concerned is hereby authorized and directed to make payment
for such loss directly to Beneficiary instead of to Trustor and
Beneficiary jointly, and the insurance proceeds, or any part
thereof, may be applied by Beneficiary, at its option, to reduction
of the indebtedness hereby secured or to the restoration or repair
of the property damaged.
3.
To deliver to, pay for, and maintain with Beneficiary,
until the indebtedness secured hereby is paid in full, such
evidence of title as Beneficiary may require, including abstracts
of title or policies of title insurance and any extensions or
renewals thereof or supplements thereto.
4.
To appear in and defend any action or proceeding
purporting to affect the security hereof, the title to said
property, or the rights or powers of Beneficiary or Trustee; and
should Beneficiary or Trustee elect to also appear in or defend any
such action or proceeding, to pay all costs and expenses, including
cost of evidence of title and attorney's fees in a reasonable sura,
incurred by Beneficiary or Trustee.
5.
To pay at least 10 days before delinquency all taxes and
assessments affecting said property, including all assessments upon
water company stock and all rents, assessments, and charges for
water, appurtenant to or used in connection with said property; to
pay, when due, all encumbrances, charges, and liens, with interest,
on said property or any part thereof, which at any time appear to
be prior or superior hereto; and to pay all costs, fees, and
expenses of this Trust.
6.
Should Trustor fail to make any payment or to do any act
as herein provided, then Beneficiary or Trustee, but without
obligation so to do and without notice to or demand upon Trustor
and without releasing Trustor from any obligation hereof, may:
Make or do the same in such manner and to such extent as either may
deem necessary to protect the security hereof, Beneficiary or
Trustee being authorized to enter upon said property for such
purposes; commence, appear in, and defend any action or proceeding
purporting to affect the security hereof or the rights or powers of
Beneficiary or Trustee; pay, purchase, contest, or compromise any
encumbrance, charge, or lien which in the judgment of either
appears to be prior or superior hereto; and in exercising any such
powers, incur any liability, expend whatever amounts in its
absolute discretion it may deem necessary therefor, including cost
of evidence of title, employ counsel, and pay his reasonable fees.
7.
To pay immediately and with demand all sums expended
hereunder by Beneficiary or Trustee, with interest from date of
expenditure at the rate of ten and one quarter percent (10.25%) per
annum until paid, and the repayment thereof shall be secured
hereby. If not paid within thirty (15) days of written demand,
interest shall accrue at the rate of eighteen percent (18%) per
annum.
IT IS MUTUALLY AGREED THAT:

nnecz-s^cr
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8.
Should said property or any part thereof be taken or
damaged by reason of any public improvement or condemnation
proceeding, or damaged by fire, or earthquake, or in any other
manner, Beneficiary shall be entitled to all compensation, awards,
and other payments or relief therefor, and shall be entitled at its
option to commence, appear in, and prosecute in its own name any
action or proceedings, or to make any compromise or settlement, in
connection with such taking or damage. All such compensation,
awards, damages, rights of action and proceeds, including the
proceeds of any policies of fire and other insurance affecting said
property, are hereby assigned to Beneficiary, who may, after
deducting therefrom all its expenses, including attorney's fees,
apply the same on any indebtedness secured hereby. Trustor agrees
to execute such further assignments of any compensation, award,
damages, and rights of action and proceeds as Beneficiarv or
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Trustee may require.
9,
At any time and from time to time upon written request of
Beneficiary, payment of its fees, and presentation of this Trust
Deed and the note for endorsement (in case of full reconveyance,
for cancellation and retention), without affecting the liability of
any person for the payment of the indebtedness secured hereby,
Trustee may (a) consent to the making of any map or plat of said
property; (b) join in granting any easement or creating any
restriction thereon; C join in any subordination or other agreement
affecting this Trust Deed or the lien or charge thereof; (d)
reconvey, without warranty, all or any part of said property. The
grantee in any reconveyance may be described as "the person or
persons entitled thereto," and the recitals therein of any matters
or facts shall be conclusive proof of truthfulness thereof.
Trustor agrees to pay reasonable Trustee's fees for any of the
services mentioned in this paragraph.
10. As additional security, Trustor hereby assigns to
Beneficiary, during the continuance of these trusts, all rents,
issues, royalties, and profits of the property affected by this
Trust Deed and of any personal property located thereon. Until
Trustor shall default in the payment of any indebtedness secured
hereby or in the performance of any agreement hereunder, Trustor
shall have the right to collect all such rents, issues, royalties,
and profits earned prior to default as they become due and payable.
If Trustor shall default as aforesaid, Trustor's right to collect
any of such moneys shall cease and Beneficiary shall have the
right, with or without taking possession of the property affected
hereby, to collect all rents, royalties, issues, and profits. All
persons obligated to pay such rents or other obligations at any
time during the term of this Trust Deed are hereby authorized and
directed by Trustor to pay same to Beneficiary upon demand by it.
Failure or discontinuance of Beneficiary at any time or from time
to time to collect any such moneys shall not in any manner affect
the subsequent enforcement by Beneficiary of the right, power, and
authority to collect the same. Nothing contained herein, nor the
exercise of the right by Beneficiary to collect, shall be, or be
construed to be, an affirmation by Beneficiary of any tenancy,
lease, or option, nor an assumption of liability under, nor a
subordination of the lien or charge of this Trust Deed to any such
tenancy, lease, or option.
11. Upon any default by Trustor hereunder, Beneficiary may at
any time without notice, either in person, by agent, or by a
receiver to be appointed by a court (Trustor hereby consenting to
the appointment of Beneficiary as such receiver), and without
regard to the adequacy of any security for the indebtedness hereby
secured, enter upon and take possession of said property or any
part thereof, in its own name sue for or otherwise collect said
rents, issues, and profits, including those past due and unpaid,
and apply the same, less costs and expenses of operation and
collection, including reasonable attorney's fees, upon any
indebtedness secured hereby, and in such order as Beneficiary may
determine.
12. The entering upon and taking possession of said property,
the collection of such rents, issues, and profits, or the proceeds
of fire and other insurance policies, or compensation or awards for
any taking or damage of said property, and the application or
release thereof as aforesaid, shall not cure or waive any default
or notice of default hereunder or invalidate any act done pursuant
to such notice.
B K 1 0 3 S
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13. The failure on the part of Beneficiary to promptly
enforce any right hereunder shall not operate as a waiver of such
right, and the waiver by Beneficiary of any default shall not
constitute a waiver of any other or subsequent default.
14. Time is of the essence hereof. Upon default by Trustor
in the payment of any indebtedness secured hereby or in the
performance of any agreement hereunder, all sums secured hereby
shall immediately become due and payable at the ootion n-f
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Beneficiary. In the event of such default, Beneficiary may execute
or cause Trustee to execute a written notice of default and of
election to cause said property to be sold to satisfy the
obligations hereof, and Trustee shall file such notice for record
in each county wherein said property or some part or parcel thereof
is situated. Beneficiary also shall deposit with Trustee the note
and all documents evidencing expenditures secured hereby.
15. After the lapse of such time as may then be required by
law following the recordation of said notice of default, and notice
of default and notice of sale having been given as then required by
law, Trustee, without demand on Trustor, shall sell said property
on the date and at the time and place designated in said notice of
sale, either as a whole or in separate parcels, and in such order
as it may determine (but subject to any statutory right of Trustor
to direct the order in which such property, if consisting of
several known lots or'parcels, shall be sold), at public auction to
the highest bidder, the purchase price payable in lawful money of
the United States at the time of sale. The person conducting the
sale may, for any cause he deems expedient, postpone the sale from
time to time until it shall be completed and, in every case, notice
of postponement shall be given by public declaration thereof by
such person at the time and place last appointed for the sale;
provided, if the sale is postponed for longer than one day beyond
the day designated in the notice of sale, notice thereof shall be
given in the same manner as the original notice of sale. Trustee
shall apply the proceeds of the sale to payment of (1) the costs
and expenses of exercising the power of sale and of the sale,
including the payment of the Trustee's and attorney's fees; (2)
cost of any evidence of title procured in connection with such sale
and revenue stamps on Trustee's Deed; (3) all sums expended under
the terms hereof, not then repaid, with accrued interest at 10% per
annum from date of expenditure; (4) all other sums then secured
hereby; and (5) the remainder, if any, to the person or persons
legally entitled thereto; or the Trustee, in its discretion, may
deposit the balance of such proceeds with the County Clerk of the
county in which the sale took place.
16. Upon the occurrence of any default hereunder, Beneficiary
shall have the option to declare all sums secured hereby immediately due and payable and foreclose this Trust Deed in the manner
provided by law for the foreclosure of mortgages on real property,
and Beneficiary shall be entitled to recover in such proceeding all
costs and expenses incident thereto, including a reasonable
attorney's fee in such amount as shall be fixed by the court.
17. Beneficiary may appoint a successor Trustee at any time
by filing for record, in the office of the County Recorder of each
county in which said property or some part thereof is situated, a
substitution of trustee. From the time the substitution is filed
for record, the new Trustee shall succeed to all the powers,
duties, authority, and title of the Trustee named herein or of any
successor Trustee. Each such substitution shall be executed and
acknowledged, and notice thereof shall be given and proof thereof
made, in the manner provided by law.
00543735 BK1035

PG0060

18. This Trust Deed shall apply to, inure to the benefit of,
and bind all parties hereto, their heirs, legatees, devisees,
administrators, executors, successors, and assigns.
All
obligations of Trustor hereunder are joint and several. The term
"Beneficiary" shall mean the owner and holder, including any
pledgee, of the note secured hereby. In this Trust Deed, whenever
the context requires, the masculine gender includes the feminine
and/or neuter, and the singular number includes the plural.
19. Trustee accepts this Trust when this Trust Deed, duly
executed and acknowledged, is made a public record as provided by
law.
Trustee is not obligated to notify any party hereto of
pending sale under any other Trust Deed or of any action or
proceeding in which Trustor, Beneficiary, or Trustee shall be a
party, unless brought by Trustee.
20.

This Trust Deed shall be construed according to the laws
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of the State of Utah.
21. The undersigned Trustor requests that a copy of any
notice of default and of any notice of sale hereunder be mailed to
it at the address hereinbefore set forth.

FIVE F L . L . C .

BY

JM*,,/0.J&H&
TZO
CATHY O./FM-ER, MEMBER

g*

By:
RAYMOND K. FOWLER
Managing Member

STATE OF UTAH
:ss,
)

COUNTY OF WASHINGTON

On the 12th
day of September 19 9 6
personally
appeared before me Raymond K. Fowler, who being by me duly sworn
did say that he is the Managing Member, of Five F L.L.C, a Utah
Limited Liability Company and that the within and foregoing
instrument was signed in behalf of said company by authority of a
resolution of its board of directors and said Raymond K. Fowler
duly acknowledged to me that said company executed the same.
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STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF WASHINGTON
On the 12th day of September, 1996, personally appeared before me CATHY 0. FOWLER
who being by me duly sworn did say that she is a member, of Five F L.L.C, a Utah
Limited Liability Company and that the within and foregoing instrument was signed in
behalf of said company by authority of a resolution of its board of directors and said
Raymond K. Fowler duly acknowledge tojne^that said company executed JJie same,

Commission Expires:
12-28-97
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BENSON L. HATHAWAY, JR. (Bar No. 4219)
RICHARD J. ARMSTRONG (Bar No 7461)
STIRBA & HATHAWAY
215 South State Street, Suite 1150
Salt Lake City, UT 84111
Telephone: (801) 364-8300
Attorneys for Plaintiff
FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
WASHINGTON COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH

FIVEF,L.L.C,
Plaintiff,

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT
OF PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR A
TEMPORARY RESTRAINING
ORDER

v.

HERITAGE SAVINGS BANK,

;
Civil No ''}?t:bc
' U t b l ft
'KLl

4-iA.

Defendant.

Plaintiff Five F, L.L.C., by and through counsel undersigned, hereby submits the following
vtemorandum in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Temporary Restraining Order.
INTRODUCTION
This case involves a Promissory Note executed by Plaintiff, and payable to Defendant. AS
:ollateral security for the Note, Plaintiff provided Defendant a trust deed on two parcels of real
iroperty. Plaintiff was unable to pay the principal when due and the obligation fell into default. As
result, Defendant, pursuant to its security interest, non-judicially foreclosed on one of the parcels
if real property by conducting a trustee's sale. The only bidder at the sale was Defendant, who credit

seeking a preliminary injunction, Plaintiff seeks merely to maintain the status quo during the pendency
of this litigation, so as to maintain the interests of its business. Any possible harm to Defendant that
may arise as a result of granting the restraining order is clearly inconsequential. Defendant does not
stand to lose the value of the subject property, since it has already received, through non-judicial
foreclosure proceedings, an asset that is worth more than what Defendant bid and subsequently paid
for it. The fourplex at issue is not a highly liquid asset and therefore its value is not susceptible to
fluctuations which would injure Defendant's interest in the asset. The instant case presents an
emergency which should not require Plaintiff to make the same showing of hardship that would be
needed to be shown to sustain a finding in favor of Plaintiff later on in this case. Simply stated, the
hardship that Plaintiff will suffer if the restraining order does not issue outweighs any hardship that
Defendant will likely suffer if the restraining order does issue.
C

Public Interest

The public interest can only be advanced by issuing a temporary restraining order in this case.
f Defendant is allowed to foreclose on Plaintiffs second property without first being required to
pply a fair market value offset to the earlier foreclosure, then Defendant will receive a substantial
/indfall as Plaintiffs creditor, at Plaintiffs expense and detriment. The public interest is not served
i such a situation, since creditors should only be allowed to execute in cases of default on property
>r amounts that equal the amount of the outstanding loan balance. As will be demonstrated below,
ich is the purpose behind Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-32. Under this provision, Defendant is prevented
om making an unreasonably low bid at the earlier foreclosure sale, acquiring the asset below its
ilue, and then foreclosing on additional property for the deficiency.
MyFiles\Five FUro.mem. wpd
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D.

Likelihood of Success on the Merits

AplaintifFmoving for a temporary restraining order need only show a reasonable probability
Df success on the merits, not an overwhelming likelihood of such success. See Atchison v. Topeka
S: Santa Fe Railway Co. v. Lennen, 640 F 2d 255, 261 (10th Cir. 1981); Gilder v. PGA Tour. Inc.,
)36 F.2d 417, 422 (9th Cir. 1991). Such likelihood is otherwise described as "a fair chance of
uccess on the merits." Johnson v. California State Bd. of Accountancy, 520 F.2d 344, 349-50 (9th
"ir. 1975). Where the balance of factors tips toward the moving party, a preliminary injunction may
;sue if such party "has raised questions so serious and difficult as to call for more deliberate
lvestigation." Dataphase Systems, Inc. v. C L Systems, Tnc , 640F.2d 109, 113 (8th Cir. 1981).
The law governing the instant case indicates that Plaintiff will likely succeed on the merits
fiderlying the instant action. Initially, the general rule governing a creditor's right to instigate any
:tion to obtain a deficiency against a debtor is governed by Utah Code Ann. § 57-1-32 (1994). This
w states as follows:
At any time within three months after any sale of property under a trust deed, as
hereinabove provided, an action may be commenced to recover the balance due upon
the obligation for which the trust deed was given as security, and in such action the
complaint shall set forth the entire amount of the indebtedness which was secured by
such trust deed, the amount for which such property was sold, and the fair market
value thereof at the date of sale. Before rendering judgment, the court shall find the
fair market value at the date of sale of the property sold. The court may not render
judgment for more than the amount by which the amount of the indebtedness with
interest, costs, and expenses of sale, including trustee's and attorney's fees, exceeds
the fair market value of the property as of the date of the sale. In any action brought
under this section, the prevailing party shall be entitled to collect its costs and
reasonable attorney fees incurred in bringing an action under this section.
ah Code Ann. §57-1-32(1994).

^lyFiles\Five FUro.mem.wpd
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"It is clear from the plain language of [this provision] that its protections [to the borrower]
apply to any action to recover the balance due on the obligation secured by a trust deed, following
i nonjudicial sale." Surety Life Tns. Co. v. Smith, 892 P.2d 1, 2 (Utah 1995) (emphasis in quoted
)pinion). Thus, whether the action is judicial or nonjudicial, the fair market value credit provision
n § 57-1-32 applies to limit a creditor in foreclosing against a debtor's assets, secured by a trust
leed, in order to obtain a deficiency. As stated by California's appellate courts, statutes such as §
7-1-32 are to be read liberally to effectuate the legislative purposes underlying them, including to
revent a multiplicity of actions and to prevent the creditor from making an unreasonably low bid at
le foreclosure sale, acquiring the asset below its value, and also recovering a deficiency against the
ebtor. See Bank of America Nat'l Trust v. Graves. 59 Cal.Rptr.2d 288, 290 n.3 (Cal. Ct. App.
?96).
In this case, Defendant's planned action of selling the fourplex property at a non-judicial
reclosure sale flies in the face of the policies and the rule stated in § 57-1-32. Defendant chose to
d below the 10-acre's fair market value. The property appraised at $1,640,000, as compared to the
an obligation to Defendant amounted to approximately $1,285 million. Now, after the sale,
Pendant seeks continued non-judicial action to obtain a deficiency against Plaintiff. Had fair market
lue been bid at the time of the first taistee's sale, a deficiency would not now exist, and Plaintiff
)uld be relieved of his obligations. As a matter of law, Plaintiff is entitled to have its loan obligation
Defendant offset by the fair market value of the 10-acre property as it existed at the time of that
)perty's foreclosure. Only in this way will the purpose behind § 57-1-32 be fulfilled. See Surety
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30.

Five F disputes Heritage's Statement of Fact paragraph 30 in the following

particulars. Fundamentally, Five F's claim is that Heritage breached its fiduciary obligations as a
trustee,
by, among other things, not allowing Five F to participate and give
direction in the order in which the property securing the trust deed
was to be sold; by selling the parcels of property at separate Sheriffs
Sales; by acting directly as trustee for purposes of the sale when it
was itself also the beneficiary under the trust deed note; by accepting
a credit bid in an amount substantially less than the value of the real
property; by not taking any action whatsoever to protect the interest
of the trustor in the real property and under its obligations under the
Note and Trust Deed; and, as otherwise shown at trial.
See Plaintiffs First Amended Complaint, ^ 26. By acting as both trustee and beneficiary, Heritage
was able to orchestrate the calculation of its credit bid and facilitate the actual credit bid made on
both the 10.44 acres and subsequently on the fourplex to enable it to consume all of Five F's real
property, which it knew at the time were appraised at values in substantial excess of the amounts
owed and credit bid, and still enable itself to seek a deficiency for the cash rents collected pursuant
to the Bankruptcy Court's order. See Chadaz Deposition, 112:13-116:13, and 125:2-128:21,
Exhibit D. Mr. Fowler also testified as follows:
Q:

Do you claim that Heritage at any point in your relationship
with it attempted to deceive you?

A:

Yes.

Q:

Okay. Tell me what that was.

A:

When they failed to live up to their fiduciary responsibilities
as trustee. When they under credit bid less than fair market
value for the properties. When they turned-sent their
attorneys to turn down a in-the-bag sale, a confirmed sale,
where all the creditors would be paid. I think-1 think there's
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I would have been consulted about the ramifications of the sale of the property." See id., Vol. II,
182:7-183:2. Mr. Fowler testified further that he believed Heritage's failure to approach him with
their intention to low-ball the credit bid was a violation of the duty. See id., Vol. II, 184:5-16. The
sum total of Heritage's conduct acting as trustee and beneficiary was to "put itself in a position so
that it could then foreclose on the second piece of property." See id., Vol. II, 191:16-192:10.
In considering Heritage's fiduciary obligations, it is logically impossible to delineate
between its function as trustee and beneficiary. To this end, it is undisputed that Heritage credit bid
and accepted its own credit bid of $ 1,090,000 at the foreclosure sale of a piece of property Heritage,
as trustee and beneficiary, knew had recently been appraised for as much as $1,640,000 and as little
as $1,380,000, when the amount owed by Five F on the Promissory Note according to Heritage's
calculations was at the time approximately $1,314,000. See Chadaz Deposition, 114:14-115:3,
Exhibit D. It is also undisputed that the credit bid amount calculated by Heritage of $ 1,090,000 was
based only on its internal figures for the purpose of leaving a deficient amount sufficient to enable
it to foreclose on the fourplex. None of this information was provided to Mr. Fowler of Five F. See
'id., 115:4-116:13.
Similarly, in determining the amount to bid at the subsequent foreclosure sale of the
burplex, Heritage, determined a credit bid of $210,000 specifically for the purpose of enabling it
o gobble up rents which had been generated at the fourplex and held pursuant to the Bankruptcy
"ourt order. This bid amount was determined by Heritage knowing full well that it was less than
le amount owed by Five F by about $29,000, and that the Bank had received appraisals of the
mrplex at approximately $306,000. See Chadaz Deposition, 125:2-128:18, Exhibit D. Heritage
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giving rise to Five F's claim. At bottom, Five F has endeavored to perform precisely as it agreed
in its Promissory Note and Trust Deed, namely to repay a loaned principal amount with interest and
attorney's fees.
A.

Judicial Estoppel Does Not Preclude Five F's claim.

The Utah Court of Appeals' language relied on by Heritage in support of its argument that
the doctrine of judicial estoppel precludes Five F's claim is fatal to, and highlights the absurdity of
ieritage's position. Specifically, the court states that u a party with knowledge of the facts ..." will
lot be allowed to take a position in subsequent litigation which contradicts a petition taken prior
itigation. See Occidental/Nebraska Federal Savings Bank v. Mehr, 791 P.2d 217, 220 (Utah App.
990). Even if Five F has now taken a position different than it has taken in its confirmed Plan of
Reorganization or at any other point in any other litigation, which it most decidedly has not,
[eritage cannot reasonably suggest that Five F was aware of all of the facts. Heritage had no
leaningful communications with Five F from the time the Note went into default until the present.
ive F did not receive statements or accounting or any other documents aside from the notice of
astee's sale documents, from the time of default until the commencement of this suit. See Chadaz
^position, 137:1-139:3, Exhibit D. Heritage, without the knowledge, consent or notice to Five F,
vised its artifice to enable the foreclosure on all of the property and the assertions of a deficiency
lim on rents collected pursuant to the Bankruptcy Court's order sometime in early July 1998, long
er the Plan of Reorganization was entered into. See Disputed Fact paragraphs 26 and 27 supra.
•trains reason to suggest that Five F upon negotiating its Plan of Reorganization in January 1998,
1 to anticipate Heritage's conduct that amounts to a breach of an obligation of good faith, much
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balance owed, plus interest and attorney's fees, though nothing more. This position was in the
language of Five F's Plan:
In the event the real property has not sold by May 31, 1998, or
[Heritage] is not paid the allowed amount of its claim by that date,
[Heritage] may continue its foreclosure proceeding on that property
in accordance with state law. In the event of such foreclosure and
should [Heritage] not be paid in full therefrom, [Heritage] may then
continue its foreclosure proceedings on the fourplex . . .
See Five F's Plan of Reorganization ^| 6.3, Exhibit B, [emphasis added.] Five F does not agree to
anything more than its obligations under its Note and Trust Deed. Second, in order for Heritage's
resjudicata argument to succeed, the claims of breach of fiduciary duty, breach of covenant of good
faith and fair dealing and unjust enrichment included in Five F's present complaint, are claims which
"could have been raised" in Five F's bankruptcy proceeding. See Searle at 690. It is unreasonable
for Heritage to suggest that Five F knew, should have or could have known, when it negotiated its
Plan of Reorganization in January of 1998, that Heritage, in July of 1998, would orchestrate its
credit bidding at the foreclosure sale of Five F's property in such a way as to allow Heritage to
foreclose on the 10.4 acres, the fourplex and still seek a deficiency for rents collected according to
the Bankruptcy Court's order.
V.

HERITAGE HAS OBTAINED A WINDFALL FROM ITS COLLATERAL.
Heritage presently owns 10.4 acres along River Road in St. George, Utah, which was

ippraised in September 1996 for $ 1,640,000, was subsequently appraised in November 1997 by Dan
ohnson, the Bank's appraiser, at $1,850,000, and was appraised by the Bank again in 1998, when
pparently it was not satisfied with Mr. Johnson's reassessment of the value, at $1,380,000. There
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is no evidence that the value of real property located on River Road in St. George, Utah has gone
down in value since 1996. Johnson Deposition, 33:16-36:19, Exhibit E.
Heritage also foreclosed and credit bid $210,000 on a fourplex which it sold within three
weeks for $280,000. Chadaz Deposition, 129:9-23, Exhibit D. Heritage claims in this action a
leficiency of approximately $25,000 which arises from rents collected by Five F from the fourplex
mrsuant to the Bankruptcy Court's order. In addition, according to Mr. Chadaz, Heritage carries
»n its books a balance owed on Five F's loan of $1,330,582.74, notwithstanding it has foreclosed
nd taken all the collateral pledged under the September 12, 1996 Promissory Note. On the other
and, Five F has nothing. All of its assets have been foreclosed upon by Heritage and the amassed
nount of rents collected while in bankruptcy are subject to Heritage's claim of deficiency.
Dssession by Heritage of all of Five F's real property, together with Heritage's apparently insatiable
>petite for more cash, arises from Five F's September 12, 1996 agreement to repay a loan of
,200,000, plus interest and attorney's fees in the event of default as necessary. Heritage has
deed received a windfall and has been excessively compensated as a consequence of the
fortunate default by Five F on its Note and Trust Deed. This being so, Heritage still asserts that
s owed $1,330,585.72, plus the deficiency against the rents it claims in this action. See Heritage
^morandum, p. 23.
CONCLUSION
For the reasons set forth herein, Five F respectfully requests that Heritage's Motion for
nmary Judgment be denied.
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Plaintiff, Five F, L.L.C. (hereinafter "Five F", by and through undersigned counsel,
ispectfully submits this memorandum in opposition of Defendant's, Heritage Saving Bank
ereinafter, "Heritage") motion for summary judgment seeking dismissal of Plaintiffs first
nended complaint.
INTRODUCTION
Heritage contends that summary judgment should be granted as to Five F's claims of breach
fiduciary duty, breach of contract and unjust enrichment, since, it reasons, Five F did not provide
expert witness to define the standard of care as proof of its claims, since it is "[ijmplicit in each

)f Plaintiff s claims [that] Heritage breached some duty of care . . . " See Heritage's Memorandum
n Support Page 2. As a threshold matter, "standard of care" is not implicated, by Five F or by law,
n claims brought for breach of contract, breach of covenant of good faith and fair dealing or unjust
nrichment.

Affording Heritage the most liberal construction of the authorities cited in its

lemorandum can, at best, only extend its suggested analysis to Five F's claim of breach of fiduciary
uty. However, while the determination of whether the relationship between parties gives rise to a
duciary duty, and whether that duty is breached by the conduct of Heritage as trustee, as previously
etermined by this Court, are issues of fact left to the trier of fact; the fiduciary duty, and
Decifically that duty between a trustee and a trustor, has been previously established as a matter of
,w by Utah Supreme Court precedent.
Further, the testimony of Professor Thomas, proferred by Heritage in support of its motion
, according to Professor Thomas' own imprimatur, merely his view of how the judge and jury in
is case should hold. Consequently it is improper and should be excluded under Utah Rule of
/idence 702, 703, and 704. Professor Thomas' fantasy that the "relief sought by [Five F] is not
nctioned or authorized by any known legal rule or ruling . . ." is, in any event, wrong. As has
eviously been fully briefed, argued and ruled upon by this Court the legal basis for Five F's claim
tder breach of fiduciary duty exists under the Utah Supreme Court's Rulings in First Security Bank
Utah v. Banberr)? Crossing, et al, 780 P.2d 1253 (Utah 1989); andBlodgett v. Martsch, 590 P.2d
8 (Utah 1978). Five F's claims for breach of contract and breach of covenant of good faith and
r dealing are grounded in St. BenedictsDev. Co. v. St. Benedicts Hosp., 811 P.2d 194 (Utah 1991)
d its progeny, together with fundamental contract law, known to any first year lawyer. Its unjust
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enrichment claim is grounded in the long-established equitable principles articulated in American
Towers Assoc. , Inc. v. CCIMechanical, 930 P.2d 1182 (Utah 1996). Professor Thomas' review
apparently overlooked these Utah Supreme Court decisions.
STATEMENT OF DISPUTED FACTS
Five F responds to Heritage's Statement of Undisputed Facts as follows, referencing the
numbers used by Heritage designating "Undisputed Facts" in its Memorandum in Support of its
Motion for Summary Judgment.
1.

Five F disputes Heritage's so called "Statement of Fact" paragraph 1. Whether or

not proof of a standard of care is required under the analysis of each of Five F's claims is a question
of law, and not an issue of fact. Further, Five F includes claims in its complaint for breach of
fiduciary duty, breach of contract, including the covenant of good faith and fair dealing, and unjust
enrichment. A copy of Five F's Amended Complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit "A". Whether
a litigant must present evidence of a standard of care through expert testimony in a context of a
breach of fiduciary duty claim is more fully addressed below. As to Five F's claim of breach of
contract and the implicit covenant of good faith and fair dealing, there is no divinable requirement
)f proof of standard of care. It is Hornbrook Book Law that whether or not a contract has been
>reached is determined by the fact finder's application of the terms of the agreement between the
arties, as determined as a matter of law by the court, to the conduct of the parties. If the conduct
j inconsistent with the express terms of the parties' agreement, a breach has occurred. Further, if
tie party acts inconsistent with the agreed common purpose and the justified expectations of the
:her, effectively depriving the other of the fruits of its agreement, the covenant of good faith and
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fair dealing has been breached. See St. Benedicts Dev. Co. at 200; Cook v. Zions First National
Bank, 919 P.2d 57, 60 (Utah App. 1996).
To prevail on a claim of unjust enrichment, Five F must prove that it conferred a benefit on
Heritage, that Heritage knew of the benefit, and Heritage's retention of the benefit is conferred under
circumstances as would make it inequitable for it to retain the benefit, without compensating Five
7

for its value. See American Towers Assoc, Inc. at 1192. There is no requirement of proof of

tandard of care through expert testimony as part of the proof required in Five F's Second and Third
"laims for Relief.
2.

Five F does not dispute that it has not retained an expert to testify as to Heritage's

andard of care. Five F disputes, however, that it must, as a matter of law, retain such an expert,
> more fully set forth below.
ARGUMENT
PLAINTIFF'S BURDEN SUPPORTING A PRIMA FACIE CASE AGAINST THE
DEFENDANT.
Five F does not dispute the legal standard articulated by Heritage in its first point of its
smorandum. Five F has previously satisfied this burden in regard to all the elements of its claims
ainst Heritage, as determined by this Court in its May 22, 2000 Memorandum Opinion. A copy
the Courts May 22,2000 Memorandum Opinion is attached hereby as Exhibit "B". The real point
Heritage's Motion is Five F's failure to offer expert testimony of standard of care, not an alleged
leral failure of proof.

PROOF OF STANDARD OF CARE THROUGH EXPERT TESTIMONY
UNNECESSARY IN DETERMINING TRUSTEES LEGAL DUTY TO TRUSTOR.

Files\Five F\5TH DlSTRICT\exclude reply.opp.wpd

4

Heritage relies on three cases, Keller v. Albright, 1 F.Supp.2d 1279 (D.Utah 1977); Preston
& Chambers, P. C v. Roller, 943 P.2d 260 (Utah Ct App. 1997); Wycalis v. Guardian Title of Utah,
780 P.2d 821 (Utah Ct. App. 1989), to support its argument that Five F must prove standard of care
through expert testimony to prevail on all its claims. Heritage is correct in generally stating that in
negligence cases involving trades or professions outside the knowledge of the lay person, the
standard of care must be established by expert testimony. For example, in Keller v. Albright, and
Preston & Chambers, P. C v. Roller, the plaintiff and defendant/counter claim plaintiff, respectively,
isserted claims of legal malpractice. Both courts cited a long string of cases involving medical
nalpractice, architectural malpractice, engineering malpractice, legal malpractice, and insurance
overage, in concluding "where the average person has little understanding of the duties owed by
articular trades professions", expert testimony is required. Keller & 1281 and Preston & Chambers
t 263. In Wycalis v. Guardian Title of Utah, where the finder of fact was ultimately to decide
hether the trustee was negligent in reconveying the trustee property and releasing Wycalis'
^responding security interest based on a forged request for reconveyance, the Utah Court of
ppeals determined that evidence of the standard of care for trustees might be helpful See Wycalis
823. According to the Court of Appeals, Wycalis's claim was at its very essence a negligence
dm, see Wycalis at 825, not one for breach of fiduciary duty. In dictum, the Court of Appeals in
5 Wycalis decision, notes, the distinction between a negligence claim as compared to a breach of
uciary duty claim as being that a fiduciary is held to a higher standard than one of ordinary care
en the fiduciary relationship. See Wycalis, fn. 9. It continues, "nonetheless, the fiduciary nature
he trustee's responsibility really goes to the standard of care to which a trustee is held, rather than
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to supplant negligence analysis," Id., intimating, perhaps, that were Ms. Wycalis claim one for
breach of fiduciary duty, instead of negligence, she would be treading in an area where the
applicable standard of care "may be established, as a matter of law, by legislative enactment or prior
judicial decision." [citations omitted]. Wycalis at 825.
Any question of the applicability of standard of care testimony of an expert in the context
of a claim for breach of fiduciary duty was resolved by the Utah Supreme Court, about one week
after the Wycalis decision mFirst Security Bank of Utah v. Banberry Crossing, 780 P.2d 1253,1258
(Utah 1989). In Banberry, the plaintiff challenged the trustee's conduct contending that the trustee
breached a fiduciary duty owed to the defendant Banberry. Id. at 1256. The defendant argued that
the court erred in excluding testimony of an expert witness as to standard of care. Id. In Banberry
the Supreme Court explained:
Banberry offered testimony of two specialists in real estate law to
determine a question of fact: What is the standard of care used by
attorneys in the community in preparing a notice of default, and did
[the trustee] breach that standard? The question before the court,
however, involved a question of law: What is the legal duty a trustee
owes a trustor, and did [the trustee] breach that duty? Questions of
law are to be determined by the court. Based upon the court's correct
determination regarding the question of law, we find no error in its
subsequent exclusion of the expert's testimony.
Banberry at 1258.
As this Court is fully aware, and as it has previously determined, a fiduciary duty may be
bund to exist in a relationship between a trustee and a trustor
where a trustor reposes its trust or confidence in the trustee and relies
on the trustee's guidance or where the trustee could exercise
extraordinary influence over the trustor or where the trustee stands in
a dominant position to the trustor, it is possible that a trustee is bound
MyFilesVFive F\5TH DISTRICRexclude reply.opp.wpd
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by a fiduciary duty to act in the interest of the trustor. [Italics
added].
Banberiy at 1256, citing Blodgett v. Martsch, 590 P.2d 298, 302 (Utah 1978). Whether or not the
•elationship exists is a question of fact, and has been determined, as part of the law of this case, to
equire a decision of the jury. See Court's May 22, 2000 Memorandum Decision, p.3, Exhibit B.
?

urther, whether or not the trustee's conduct in this case was to the disadvantage of Five F remains
factual determination. Id. However, the fiduciary duty itself is not subject to what the standard

f care in the industry might be, but is, as unequivocally articulated by the Supreme Court, "a
duciary duty to act in the interest of the trustor." Banberry at 1256. In regard to the relationship
etween a trustee and trustor, the Utah Supreme Court has concluded:
[t]he duty of the trustee under a trust deed is greater than the mere
obligation to sell pledged property in accordance with the default
provisions of the trust deed instrument, it is a duty to treat trustor
fairly and in accordance with a high punctilio of honor . . . the ease
and facility of foreclosure under [the trust deed foreclosure statute]
commends it over the more cumbersome form of mortgage which
mut be foreclosed in court, but this very fact imposes upon courts the
duty of scrutinizing all sales had under it which are questioned, and
of setting those aside in which fraud or overreaching has been
practiced by the trustee.
odgett at 302. The fiduciary duty in this case has been precisely articulated by the decisions of
5 Utah Supreme Court in Banberiy and Blodgett v. Martsch. Five F adds nothing to that by
renting expert testimony as to what responsibilities are of a trustee in the community as of
igust 1998. Further, as this Court has concluded, any lay person can determine by evaluating the
aire of the relationship between Five F and Heritage and considering Heritage's conduct as trustee
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whether or not Heritage acted in the interest of Five F, the trustor, that is, fairly and in accordance
with the highest punctilio of honor. Id.
Five F's claim against Heritage is not grounded in negligence but breach of the legal
fiduciary duty. The fiduciary duty, namely the heightened standard of acting in the interest of the
trustor, is established by legal precedent. A fact finder would not in any way be assisted in
determining issues of fact by receiving the expert testimony, and any such testimony should
appropriately be excluded. See Banberry at 1258 and Fed. R.Evid. 702 and 704, Advisory
Committee Notes. Consequently, summary judgment is inappropriate on Five F's First Claim for
Relief, Breach of Fiduciary Duty. As standard of care is not implicated in Five F's Second Claim
for Relief for breach of contract and covenant of good faith and fair dealing, and Five F's Third
Claim for Relief based on unjust enrichment, summary judgment is inappropriate as to those claims
is well.
II.

HERITAGE'S "EXPERT" PROFESSOR DAVID A. THOMAS IS NOT AN EXPERT
ON DUTIES OF TRUSTEE AND HIS TESTIMONY IS APPROPRIATELY
EXCLUDABLE UNDER UTAH RULE OF EVIDENCE 702,
Whether Professor Thomas' testimony should be excluded has been fully addressed in Five

's Memorandum in Support of its Motion to Exclude and will not be revisited entirely here. May
serve to say that, by his own admission, each of Professor Thomas' opinions are simply his view
?

how the judge and/or jury in this case should ultimately decide the issues, and is consequently

xludable under long-established American jurisprudence and Utah case law precedent. See Fed.
Evid. 704, Advisory Committee Note; State v. Stringham, 957 P.2d 602,607-8 (Utah App. 1998);
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Statev. Tenney, 913 P.2d750,756 (Utah App. 1996); md.Davidsonv. Prince, 813 P.2d 1225,1231
(Utah App.) cert, denied 821 P.2d 651 (Utah 1991).
Heritage is hard pressed, in any event, to establish that Professor Thomas is an expert as to
trustee's duties in the foreclosure and sale of commercial real estate in southern Utah as of August
1998. Professor Thomas testified in his deposition that he could not recall ever representing anyone
vhose property interest was in foreclosure, see David A. Thomas Depo., 12:2-18, attached hereto
is Exhibit "C", that he "possibly" acted as trustee for an individual client, in fewer than 10 instances
a the 70's and 80's. Id. 12:19 through 13:17, none of which ever went to trustee's sale. Id. 14:136. Notwithstanding a long and prolific career in academia, Professor Thomas has precious little
xperience in the world of trustee foreclosures. Id. Little of his research, writing and teaching has
) do with trust deed foreclosure. See Exhibit C, 19:8—32:4. Any opinions stated by Professor
homas regarding the propriety of credit bids, the relevancy of factors considered by the trustee and
e impact of appraisals are, even if ultimately determined by the Court to be appropriately
Imissible, in a vacuum and without any practical experience or even academic support. Id.
Although Professor Thomas clearly would like to supplant his conclusions of law and fact
r those of this Court and the potential future jury, his opinions add nothing to the fiduciary duty
tablished by the Utah Supreme Court, namely that one having a fiduciary duty to another, must
t "in the interest o f the party to whom the fiduciary duty is owed, Banbeny at 1256; fairly and
th the highest punctilio of honor. Blodgett at 302. Professor Thomas' testimony will add nothing
the jury's determination and whether evidence of fraud or a relationship of trust or confidence,
raordinary influence or dominant position trigger the heightened legal fiduciary duty, and

Files\Five F\5TH DISTRICRexclude reply.opp.wpd
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whether Heritage, as trustee, acted in the interest of Five F as trustor, fairly and with high honor,
in its foreclosure of Five F's property. As a standard of care does not come into play in Five F's
Second Claim for Relief on the theory of breach of contract and breach covenant of good faith and
fair dealing, and Five F's Third Claim for Relief for unjust enrichment, Professor Thomas'
testimony, even if otherwise admissible, would be of no assistance to the fact finder in hearing and
determining the issues of fact presented at trial.
CONCLUSION
For the reasons set forth herein, and to the extent referenced herein, for the reasons set forth
in Five F's Memorandum in Support of its Motion to Exclude the Testimony of Professor David A.
Thomas, Five F respectfully requests that the Court deny Heritage' s Motion for Summary Judgment.
DATED this * ?

day of March, 2001.
& HATHAWAY

BENSON L. HATHAWi
Attorneys for Plaintiff

Mles\Five F\5TH DISTRICTNexclude reply.opp.wpd
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this °f day of March, 2001,1 caused to be served a true
copy of the foregoing PLAINTIFF FIVE' F'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO
HERITAGE'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT, by the method indicated below, to
the following:
George W. Pratt
JONES, WALDO, HOLBROOK &
MCDONOUGH
170 South Main, #1500
Salt Lake City, UT 84101

() U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid
({^fland Delivered
() Overnight Mail
() Facsimile

James S. Jardine
Rick B. Hoggard
RAY, QUINNEY & NEBEKER
79 South Main Street
?.0. Box 45385
Salt Lake City, UT 84145-0385

() U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid
(l^nand Delivered
() Overnight Mail
() Facsimile

r
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BENSON L. HATHAWAY, JR. (Bar No. 4219)
GARY R. GUELKER (Bar No. 8474)
STIRBA & HATHAWAY
215 South State Street, Suite 1150
P.O. Box 810
Salt Lake City, UT 84110-0810
Telephone: (801) 364-8300
Attorneys for Plaintiff
FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
WASHINGTON COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH

W E F, L.L.C.,
:

TRIAL MEMORANDUM OF LAW

:

Civil No. 98-0501814

:

Judge J. Philip Eves

Plaintiff,

[ERITAGE SAVINGS BANK,
Defendant.

Plaintiff Five F, by and through undersigned counsel, respectfully submits the following
ial Memorandum of Law to assist the Court to understand and anticipate remaining legal issues
levant to this case. Specifically, this memorandum will discuss (1) whether a plaintiff must
pressly make a claim for punitive damages in his Complaint in order to receive such damages at
il; (2) whether the determination that parties to a trust deed have become adverse so as to negate
y fiduciary duties is a question of law or fact; (3) whether to establish a fiduciary duty in Heritage
Trustee, Five F must prove more than a trustee/trustor or lender/borrower relationship; and (4)
ether Five F is entitled to seek damages for both the value of the property lost and the lost income
ociated with such properties.

ANALYSIS
T

\PLAINTIFF\SCOlWLAINFNEEDM)l ( ON IAIN A SPECIFIC CLAIM
FOR PUNITIVE DAMAGES IN ORDER FOR \ PI AINTIFF TO CT \IM
SUCH D VM AGES \ T TRI \f ,

According to Utah R.Civ. P. 8(a)(2) e\ei\ pleading setting forth a claim for relief should
loiitam a tkniand tor judgment. However, this rule must be viewed against the backdrop ol LLih
R.Civ. P. 54(c)( 1), which states that "e^ er final judgment shall grant the relief to which the part)
n \hose lavor it ib rendered is entitled, even if the party has imi demanded such relief in his
pleadings." In other woidv
"While under Rule 8(a)(3), supra, every pleading setting torth a
claim for relief should contain a demand for judgment, this prayer for
relief constitutes no part of the pleader's cause of action; a pleading
should not be dismissed for legal insufficiency unless it appears to a
certainty that the claimant is entitled to no relief, legal, equitable or
maritime, under any state of facts which could be proved in support
of the claim, irrespective of the prayer for relief; and, except as to a
judgment by default, the prayer does not limit the relief, legal,
equitable or maritime, which the court may grant."
Behrem \. Raleigh Hills FIosp , Inc 675 P.2d 1P ( 1 1182 (Utah 1 ^S3) (quoting t» I I vloore, W
Taggert& J. Wicker, Mo<m>\ Federal Practice^ D4.60 at 1212-14 .2d ed. 19X3)). Therefore,
'it is not necessary to claim exemplary [i.e., punitive] damage !v . XN •-, .:i;; lamination" if the facts
rtherwise support in v\ ml ol m li damages. Behrens, 675 P.2d ai 1 182 ^citation and internal
'notations omitted) (alteration in original).
rin> usue is •ainil n to the one faced by the Utah Supreme Court mBehren" where lln
efendant opposed plaintiffs motion to amend In i i nmplamt to include a claim for punitive
images thai \ao died just prior to trial. See 675 P.2d at 1181-82. The defendant uguinent nas

procedural; n el,limed 1h;ii piainull's motion had not been presented in writing and was not
accompanied by the proposed amended complaint as reqi iir.viK

i, • ;•: - ,\

the lJi;ih Supreme (\mn rejected plaintiffs argument because, under Rule
complaint need not contain a driver for - a - r ^ .* .- \ .•:,
See . . .

-

11

.,-., . .. un appeal,
54ICM

\ •. a * \i.- *:'r^

, : aer U. .anm such damages at tnai

n Uie piaintnTwere abie to adduce die neee<<ar' foundat]^; -1 " , :. av/ .

she could claim punitive damaae^ a: d.. - .

.... .• ^ e. , an a luimai amendment to the pleadings."

r

d.
Here, r ; - -*

r

'••• - n , .;=. •. ;-.. ,^;!;i-; that Heritage, as Trustee, breached the fiduciary duty it

wed to Five F pursuant to ihe parlies' irust deed.
:d"- ••!"•**

'• ^

l

: da"

'

.. .;.T « ..uan oi breaca of

.* cauncvi ,o punitive damages i 1 it can prove that Heritage's condac:

illfuL malicious, intentionally fraudulent <>r:^ * *Kfo-.; iisregardof Fi\e f s rights under die Trust
eeif I '[.ill Lode Ann. § 78-18-1 0991 as amended). See also General Business Machines v
ational Semiconductor Datachecker'r>':":: *^- ' ,;

. „ . ,-T-4 (Utah 1987); and Restatement

'Torts § * "4 comment b and £ l>0^. Therefore, as-umina *!iat V" e " undational evidencv

•

• •-'

*:

'h

.. • .,a" p;uiiu\e carnages, it is not necessary for Five F to

:lude a specific claim for punitive damages in its complain! :n • ••.>*•*

. • ' . s\ • lamaees at trial

'hrensM 1 182.
II.

THE ISSUE OF WHETHER AND AT WHAT POINT THE PARTIES
BECAME ADVERSE IS A QUESTION OF FACT TO BE DETERMINED BY
THE JURY.

Utah courts have held that a fidu^- •-* - •

••

nay cease to exist when the parties'

itionship becomes adversarial. See Cold Standard, im. a. Gciiy Oil, Co., 91: '•• fo - ;

••' *

(Utah 1996); Onyjntermititwald

lyAJ. Inc. A D ^ D Management, 850 P.2J447,454(Utah 1993)

(fiduciary duty extinguished when partners' relat;.••;:•• dp hoc. T ^ ^ A C : A C A ^ and partners deal at
arms length i. Since tins issue involves the existence of a fiduciary relationship. ' •• • " •; 1
question that must be determined by the jury.
While the precise legal duty owed by a fiduciary is a question oiTa-A \. • * Fir-" v . DL...K uf
Liah \ .\ \ ttankerrv Crr.s-:n<_- ~\f •

• .-_

.

iLiah ; 989). the existence of a fiduciar)

*elationship is a question of fact. In lacL die Utah ^upreir.L ' '

.

~AA

mere is no

nvariable rule \vi* ^ • • :<A • ALVC :he existence of a fiduciary relationship." First Sec. Bank of Utah
IA. v. Banheny Crossing, 786 P.2d 1326, 1333 (Adab A^M< IU me . ; AA;m;ar\ relationship must
e inferred from die factual circumstances surrounding the relationship. See id. This U -n
Iready concluded that the existence of a fidi: 3-- • .dm m:mm i.- _ mmaal metermination. See May
2. A !-m \i^:;_-,;"i:A:am LAmmion. p. 3. citing First Sec. Bank ofUtah A*.A. v. R-:>i^<->
]i) P.2d 1253 (Utah 1 9 9 9 K and ^ . W - •

achines v. National Semiconductor Datachecker/DTS,
^ Defenaam ^ * m* - A A : : : _

664 !• '• .. ^

AA:;

.

r

.;

AJ:AAAI

"*

: w A-

Business
3he^

augment on plaintiff s claim for breach -of mlue^m dim

: grounds iha: there was no fiduciary relationship h e m . v r ii.v:;
ill

* : - t _ . m i \ „as

' A. a:; relationship is a question of facT. general

* »-'

"ros.\ •..;

A..-: , ; V : , . - . > A^advS (Utah 1970). This precedent is

>nsonant with the United States District Court for the District • '"'
eognized that the exists

{

.

. pnmUAA Alter reviewing

m Auueiary relationships, the conn -uied dial "Avhed/

iciary relationship was created involves questions of mm." /A. at [lib.

-4-

T

:

Since the plaintiff had

produced evidence which suggested the existence of a fiduciary relationship, the defendant's motion
for summary ji idgment was denied. Id. at 1225.
Metr ihe question nf whether the relationship between Five Fund Heritage berime '.':' • *
and the parties began dealing at amis length goes ilircn l\ i.» whether a fiduciary relationship existed
between • .- parties and when, that fiduciary relationship existed. It follows, therefore, since the
issue involves the existence of ;t fiduciary relationship, it is a question of fact that must be
determined by the jury.
III.

A TRUblfciL I MMOF TRUST OWES THE TRUSTOR A
FIDUCIARY DUTY - . _ , ^ . . VIRTUE OF THE PARTIES TRUSTEETRUSTOR RELATIONSHIP.
•• :•!.;..: ...-,eu-.;i trust always owes the trustor a nduciar duM xo \v::A :! ••* *- -! •'

?

airly and in accordance with a h:;j;h ouncth •

^: :.

.:.•: i.- ..i .i. ;:ie Alienor's best interest.

u- i ivh.i: :- me L \ai\ haprenie Court, "[tjhe duf of the trustee under a trust deed is greater
lan the mere obligation to sell the ;>hv'5.:d — *p n

.:~eordanee\vith !~he default provision of the

list, deed instrument, it is a duty to treat the trustoi* fairly and in ace . '

;1

'

.u:: pane;,.;*•

f honor." Blodnettv. U-.v •• ;- "v-f: : ... >-:. jr_ »i.;u.: i^T-SI This duty exists and is inherent in
.e trustee/trustor relationship itself. According to Blod^n r M •"•'
erely h\

\!;TI

• '•

-v. ;

.UILCC

.: ,: .e use> e.ica there,

relationship, given the ease of foreclosure outside of a

ridicai process, the relationship is to be carefully scrutinized and gives rise to a duty in the trustee
act i":ii:- v ]y t /.--- ..;•_

\i\ i:c mgii punctilio of honor. Blodgett at 302.

In addition to this duty of fairness ;** *

* uuic-i..'-*' *-..)urt stated that a trust deed

stee IKL, JAI expanded duty to act in the trustor's ""best interest":

-S-

[i]n cases where a trustor reposes its trust or confidence in the trustee
and relies on the trustee's guidance or where the trustee could
exercise extraordinary influence over the trustor,
Bjn;:err\\ " :••;: I'.JJ atl25K These conditions do not abrogate the fundamental fid^-ar sai • •
the relationship between HK duster and trustor, and the trustee's inherent duty to treat the trustor
with fairness and honor. See Blodgett, 590 P.2d at 302. Rather; these duties exist solely by virtue
)f the -v.ri:-." •;----•• >- ••.. --.

j;:LLk»r..-v.;p. iiy the same token, the relationship of a trustor to a

rustee is. of itself, evidence of the existence of the fidtiaiary relationship and satisfies one if not all
tf '-•> .-..;ir\ •

-..cparements. See supra. Moreover, there is nothing ir die B/od^ettv. Marisch

.ecision or Banbeny

decision which ii^-nr—

* v^w,,;,

.. rciaiiuiiship in addition to

*Uhtor trustee, to satisfy the existence of a fiduciary relationship. See supra, !•• •' .
upreme Court in the Ba^S-n-- " f> ^ - -

*-

]

•1-:-;ci;;:;r me existence of a fiduciary relationship

3tween a borrower and a lender, notably not between the trustor and -:•/••:••

•

;

1}—:

.e following:
Generally, in a fiduciary relationship, the property, interest or
authority of the other is placed in the charge of the fiduciary.
Banberry, 786 P.2d 1326, 1332 (Utah 1990) citing Dennison State
Bank v. Madeira, 640 P 2d 1 2?5. P-U -Pan. 1982).,,
continued
But it is manifest in all the decisions that there must be not only
confidence of one in the other, but there must exist a certain
inequality, dependence, . . . or other conditions, giving to one
advantage over the other.
quoting Dennison 5.'./.'.* '' ",

' .:e: applying those principles, the Supreme Court in

nherrv 11 concluded that no such evidence existed in the relationship betweei I the lender and

borrower, and eonsequeiulv concluded that no fiduciary obligation existed. In this case, the very
nature of the trustee/trustor relationship is based on the conveyance of the trustor to the trustee of
the trustor^, real property used as collateral securing trustor's performance under the promissory
note and trust deed. This fund mvm : d;f:l\v:.v

...i.-iinguisiies die relationship from that of a

borrower to a lender. That fact in and of itselfsatisfi.es not only the Banhern' I > md II requirements
but the requirement . f~ • '••- v

\ii;r...crt \\ mcii iwuii in die springing into existence of fiduciary

iuties articulated in those cases.

\r me end, the relationship ni the ihiMce to a trustor is

iindutrientaliy iliffen m .. n mat m strictly a borrower and lender and satisfies the requirements
or the creation of the fidmnmv dutv as articulated In the L'lah Supreme Court,
, L LA IM FOR BREACH OF FID UCIARYDL i'\ IHATRESULIb L\ A
,.Or>S OF PROPERTY, THE PLAINTIFF IS ENTITLED TO RECOVER
BOTH THE VALUE OF THE PROPFRTY I n ^ T VNI) LO.sT PROFITS.
A claim for breach of fiduc;nr\ duiv is a tort cause of action. Y<v ?.>,•'. * -A"/;, --.
xchange,7{)

r>

V ""A- " -

.-• ;-

: ae general objective of tort law yA to place an mured

srson in a position as ncjiiv as possible to the position he
*f-Vv

-. •*..,-. ,

]

.•

p '•- * •• -

:

he

.. i'cterson, 692 P.2d 728, A3! tUiah 1984). Therefore, an

jured plaintiff is entitled to recover "all damages -\ K- »• spot . . • ymerui. w iucii are casually
•nneeted to A parly's tortious action." Id,
in tort causes of action involvim; \n — < ..^ • • pmper

• .in conns have emphasized

it a n ami;:: s nnt oniy entitled to the value of the property A.st. but aiso am m )!ils die plaintiff
it by virtue of beinn oenr- -A

ii>

^ A ' m : \ ; : \. ." . .• ;:uie iiu^ pomtAhe Lnan Supreme Court

ied on the case oi State w Suniley. 5()0 Ada 1284 (Alaska 1973; and :\\\>> i -^ *' f . :

[T]he measure of damages for loss of use of property was set out in
State v. Stanley . . . . Stanley had lost his crab fishing boat as a result
of the state's negligence. Damages were awarded for loss of use for
18 months, the period required to replace the vessel. After
recognizing the general objective of tort law to place an injured
person in a position nearly as possible to the position he would have
occupied but for the defendant's tort, the court applied that objective
to the loss of a vessel: "[T]he damages would be the vessel's share of
gross earnings reasonably anticipated for the period involved,... less
the expenditures which would have been chargeable to the owner."
Accidog, 6Q2P.2dat731.
'liu^ concept of lost profits has also been applied in ease>, imolving a breach of duty
connected to the sale of real estate. In United States v. Bald Eagle Realty, 21 F.Siipn.2d 1332
(D.Utah 1998), land developers brought an action against a real estate broker in which they claimed
a breach of tin* broker's duty to neai fairly w ith prospective purchasers. The <le\ elopers sought to
recover the profits they would earned "'-* •

:

.. .

ue\eicpment of the property but for the

defendant's breach. See id. at 1334. In response, the defendant moved for iimniury judgment
claiming that the develop or'" .'-'mages •: ..-. ,:e measuud by the difterence between the property's
air market value at the time of sale and the amount bid ^ '''• •
le Court denied the do%• : .•

vr

, In its decision,

. .m:nar\ judgment mooon and allowed the dev elope- • :• o-1

rofits. In doing so, the court stated:
"The liability of real estate agents, brokers and salespersons, as in all
actions predicated upon the failure to perform some duty, sounds in
tort. In tort cases damages are generally awarded in order to
compensate claimants for loss. The measure of damages is the
amount which will compensate for all the detriment proximately
caused by the breach of the duty"
at 1336 (quoting Hagar v. Mobley, 638 P.2d 12" * "-

.8-

Here, as in Bald Eagle, Five F has brought a tort claim against Horiiay ^ ' :~ - .
fiduciary duty. There to iv if ^;;cc-* • \ . \:\\ e V :^ eiuiueu io recover for all the detriment caused by
Heritage's breach, including the value of the rental nronerU' lost, tog-." lie - *':

.

would have been generated dunng die period in which the loss occurred.
DATED this

/

5 ^ d a y of October, 2001,
STIRBA& HATHAWAY

V"\

By:
" \ ,^_^.
BENSON L. HATHAWAY,^.
GARY R. GUELKER (j
Attorneys for Plaintiff
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this |.- j
du\ of October, 2001,1 caused to be served a true
copy of the foregoing TRIAL MEMORANDUM OF LAW, by the method indicated below, to the
following;:
3eorge W. Pratt
TONES, WALDO. HOLBROOK &
vIcDONOUGH
.70 South Main, rfliOO
Salt Lake Citv,T>S4101

( ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid
J^THand. Delivered
( ) Overnight Mail
() Facsimile

ames S. Jardine
UckB. Hoggard
LAY, QUINNEY & NEBEKER
9 South Main Street
.0. Box 45385
alt Lake Citv, UT 84145-0385

() U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid
-f^Hand Delivered
() Overnight Mail
( ':.ic>imile

C

-10-

-*!-K'H

>>{}

\JXJ^&(
^

1

IN THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT - ST. GEORGE COURT

2

WASHINGTON COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH

3
4

FIVE F, LLC,
Plaintiff,

5
6
7

TRIAL
(DAY ONE)

vs.
Case
Appeal

HERITAGE SAVINGS BANK,

980501814
20020088-CA

8
Defendant.

Judge J. Philip Eves

9
10
11
12
13
14

BE IT REMEMBERED

that this matter came on for trial

before the above-named court on October 22, 2001.
WHEREUPON, the parties appearing and represented by
counsel, the following proceedings were held:

15
16
17
18

CERTIFIED TRANSCRIPT

19
(From Electronic Recording)
20
21
22

(DAY 1 OF 4)

23
24
25
PENNY C. ABBOTT, CSR - LIC. 22-102811-7801
SALEM, UT 84653
PHONE: (801) 423-1009 FAX: (801) 423-2663
n

7\ /~«T7i

-i

1

at the end of the case including all of the instructions I

2

will have given you during the trial.
Please listen carefully because you won't get a

3
4

chance to review these written instructions until the end of

5

the case and you need to have these concepts in mind as we go

6

through the trial.
(Initial instructions read to the jury.)

7

THE JUDGE:

8
9
10

Other instructions will follow the

presentation of evidence in this case.
statements?

11

MR. HATHAWAY:

12

THE JUDGE:

13

Ready for opening

jury.

Yes, Your Honor.
Mr. Hathaway, you may address the

Thank you, Mr. Jardine.
OPENING STATEMENT BY MR. HATHAWAY

14

MR. HATHAWAY:

15

Ladies and gentlemen, Your Honor,

16

Counsel.

17

this call for your civic duty and also for your making

18

arrangements to spend the next couple of days with us.

19

Thank you (short inaudible, no mic), thank you as well on

20

behalf of my client.

21

Let me first thank all of you for responding to

Five F, the plaintiff in this lawsuit, is a limited

22

liability company.

23

in the development of real estate here in the St. George

24

area.

25

counsel table with me, his wife Cathy, and their three

It's a company that was set up to engage

Five F consisted of Ray Fowler who's sitting here at

FIVE F VS. HERITAGE OCT. 22, 2002
Penny C. Abbott, Reporter/Transrrihor

1

IN THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT - ST. GEORGE COURT

2

WASHINGTON COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH

3
4 IFIVE F, LLC,

Plaintiff,

5
6 ||
7

) TRIAL
) (THIRD DAY)

vs.

HERITAGE SAVINGS BANK,

) Case
) Appeal

980501814
20020088--CA

8

Defendant.

) Judge J. Philip ]Eves

9
10
11

BE IT REMEMBERED

that the trial of this ma tter resumed

12 {before the above-named court on October 24, 2001 •
13 II

WHEREUPON, the parties appearing and repres snted by

14 (counsel, the following proceedings were held:
15
16
17
18

CERTIFIED TRANSCRIPT

19

(From Electronic Recording)
20
21

(DAY 3 OF 4)

22
23
24
25

PENNY C. ABBOTT, CSR - LIC. 22-102811- 7801
SALEM, UT 84653
PHONE: (801) 423-1009 FAX: (801) 423 -26fi3

1
2

THE JUDGE:
time.
MR. JARDINE:

3
4

Okay.

So that would be our

position, Your Honor.
THE JUDGE:

5
6

I think I'd rather take them one at a

All right.

Mr. Hathaway, your

response?
RESPONSE BY MR. HATHAWAY

7

MR. HATHAWAY:

8

Your Honor, this Court has

9

concluded once in a memorandum decision and several times

10

since then in our discussions with the, the, and in other

11

motions, what the bases are for a finding of fiduciary

12

duty.

13

And I, I think it's helpful to read the

14

Blodgett-Marsh (phonetic) case in conjunction with, with the

15

Banbury case which was cited (inaudible word) and as a basis

16

in that.

17
18
19

THE JUDGE:

I just reviewed them over the lunch

hour.
MR. HATHAWAY:

Well then you know, Your Honor,

20

that one of the problems recognized by Blodgett-Marsh

21

(phonetic) was the ease with which a trustee may facilitate

22

foreclosures compared to the more burdensome mortgage.

23 Under that circumstance and under that case it seemed, it
!4 seemed that the relationship of itself might be apprise
5

(phonetic) to that, to a fiduciary obligations.
FIVE F VS. HERITAGE OCT. 24, 2001
Penny C. Abbott, Reporter/Transcriber

It didn't

1
2

RESPONSE
MR. HATHAWAY:

BY MR. HATHAWAY
Well, first of all, as I understand

3

the (inaudible word) of a 54 (b) or (c) motion it is that

4

there is just a failing of evidence, no evidence to support

5

any of the claims.

6

the legal theories and the legal claims.

7

We have, we have logged that they had

Under the breach of covenant and good faith and

8

fair dealing simply is first, there is an inherent obligation

9

in all contracts.

10

Second, in order to determine whether or not it's

11

been complied with, I step forward one.

12

is that no one will intentionally do anything which

13

contravenes the justified expectations of the other party

14

under the contract.

15

The second is that,

The third is we, you look at the contract and the

16

course of conduct of the people.

17

a review of the contract documents.

18

this and debated it.

19

compliance with the contract terms, strict compliance with

20

the statutory provisions of themselves don't satisfy the

21

covenant of good faith and fair dealing.

22

It's not...

It's, it's not limited to
We have, we have argued
In other words, strict

I cited the case, and I was trying to find it

23

quickly, and with another moment I could probably find it.

24

But the Utah Supreme Court has said when one party to a

25

contract retains discretion that he can exercise unilaterally
FIVE F VS. HERITAGE OCT. 24, 2001
Penny C. Ahhnt-t- D^-—"---'-

On that basis, Your Honor, I think there is

1
2

evidence that a justifiable expectation was derived, he was

3

derived of with respect to that issue.
And with respect to the last point Mr. Hathaway

4
5

made about the bank charging late fees, if we're entitled to

6

it under the contract that's a perfect example that if we

7

choose to charge fees we're entitled to under the contract.

8

We're not precluded by the implied covenant for doing that to

9

our detriment.

THE JUDGE:

10
11

And s o —
Which late fees are you talking

about?
MR. JARDINE:

12

I think he said in his argument to

13

you that we had this discretion to charge late fees like the

14

5% late fee charge.

15

charge the fees then I think we're entitled

16

can't imply

17

doctrine.

So if the contract gave us the right to
to do it and we

a covenant to the contrary under this

18

So that would be our argument, Your Honor.

19

THE JUDGE:

20

23
24
25

Are there, is there any other

portion of your motion you'd like to address at this time?
MR. JARDINE:

21
22

Okay.

I think those are the only two, Your

Honor.
THE JUDGE:

All right.

Anything further you want

to say, Mr. Hathaway, in reply to this last—
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subsequent sale ot the property.".
And the other two cases we'v^ <\ \ v\ n ait; to that
effect.
And since their only damage claim they've |in
forward to the 'jur'v '] K" ]i

i ecover excess, alleged excess

recovery after the sale occurred we believe that's < f^ilur
of proof of damages,

••

}

•*<-

- - \-. < .. i..^u

We've, we've briefed, Your Honor.

i!

Lasis.
IJL JUS4-

:I

:

•-

it Cor the Court that we think Mi*-1 bunktuptcy court order
•onstitutes judicial estoppel and how we proceeded and to i- •
-ame effect of the trust deeds.
And tl >- v •; : be the basis of our motion.
THE JUDGE:
think about t ho.-'

All riqhM.

Do '""ii n n M a iiii.nute Lu

l a ^ ^ ...r ;. .i-: rhem before you respond,

.-r. Hathaway?
:..-.: a IIS W * v

ARGUMEN '
MR
depends.

HATHAWAY i

Well a, I gu e s.- , Your Hon*. > r , f' h, 11

But I want to •- > •

. ..- .,:\c

ion at least

. n 1 1 1 a 11 y .

And let me address th*
first.

• "•

• •. :. estoppel claim

T \j( litv^ that s already been ruled upon oy chis

Court in a prior motion for summary - . !..; • • ; . ;. ceding.
least it wa^ t^jued

nul briefed.

In regard to these claims, Your Honor

Mie

confusion comes in -vmfus nig the, the damage theory for the
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lAH

AMENDED PROPOSED
PRETRIAL ORDER

Plaintiff,
es
v.
iRITAGE SAVINGS BANK,

08-0501814

Defendant.

This matter came before the Court on at a p- •

._

. . . . ..bcT4,200L

Din \\\c. Ilnnnr.ilili' I I'lnlip lives. BensonL. Hathaway.

i-''In-iaw iiiinul i : ' '-•

eared as counsel for the Plaintiff, F

,imcs S. Jardine of the law firm of

•

• Aiiy

Ray, Quinney & Nebeker and George W !V;n( nf'ttk l.iw linn ot Jones, Waldo, Holbook &
McDonough appeared as counsel for the Defendant Heritage B ank (* I I i M i f a*»t»'' 1 I i, i ^ *d on
proceedings during the final pretrial n inference and the hearing on certain pending motions, the '
Co' 11 i directed the parties to file an amended pretrial order

.v blowing

action was taken:

A.

' JURISDICTION. This Court has subject mattw uirr.dk't'.np. nvvi h a m u l i ' s claims

pursuant to Utah Code A i"i v ''I

: i

l 1 lie jurisdiction of the court is not disputed and is hereby

determined to be present.

'"VENUE. Venue v< propi :i hcioi e ihis Court pursuant to Utah Code Ann. §§ 78-13-4
n

.

he parties agree that venue is properly laid in tin: l;iith imlu ial I )i 'met Court of

Washington Conn tv 1] I.111

C

GENERAL NATURE OF THE CLAIMS OF TH1
• 1. • FIVE F'S CLAIMS AGAINST HERITAGE.
a.
i")"1'

Five F claims that Heritage,, is liustu nndei i
I1' missu-ry Note and ^ M Deed with r i\<*

fiduciary duty to act in the
purn'hli'
b.

> • •'

r:

September 12,
owed r r
f

or and with a

ft Honor,

Five F claims thai I I m i a ^ ' , ,is I ruslec, breached its fiduciary duty

• to h v e 1\ by, among other things, failing to em-Mil' •>», ill) i':i\> ' prior fo
the trust di nl li>i\Tl<^!un sale; b> disregarding any interest Five F may
2

lutvr li i.l in ilie property; and, otherwise by not acting in the intcrcsi <»f
Hve F and with a high punct
c.

Five V claims that a- a consequence of Hentru

»

fiduciary duty, Five 1; hi\^ ki« n damaged by the loss of the value of its real
property used as collateral under the subject note and tni..| deal, lor lost
rents, lost pi o»"f!.«, h "J 11M iu c income and other benefits of ownership of the
real property used as collateral under llu snl'iivl m li ,mii trust deed. Five
I

•"•.*.

is entitled to its attorney's fees, consequential

damages, and punitive damages.
I t \ t I claims Heritage breached its contract, includu

;t

of good faith and fair dealing, under' its September !

K ^ promissory

note and trust deed with Five F by, among other lli«

'.•

with Five

!

. lo i OIIMII

foreclosure and bid preparation; by the

manner in which it accounted for the balanu m\ n| li<, l«iw l1 al vai IOUS
tinii >> «l'«ui"ii ilit' 'ill i-i ihc loan: in its calculation of the credit amoun
at the two foreclosure sales, b • r h»r ..

,...4 ior the ^ ah: . :

the r,/al |/i * »{v\.i s > if foreclosed on, by reaping an excessive reccy *•
user ;n substantial excess of

.:;;.... u i; Jfr its note and trust

. .; •', and by depriving Five F of the benefit of its bargain with
Heritage under its \
e.

Five F cU ~

includin;; n

trust deed.
.* \ •• >. ol ileritae*
-. s .

contract,

and fair dealing, that Five F has been

danuiL'Hl I', In nit? deprived "! Hie value of the real property used as
collateral under the subject nuie

n excess of the amount

],i\1.1 I* agreed lo pay under those instruments, Five P s lost profits lt'««i
rents, lost business c

. .icipated future earnings, its

attorney's fees, costs and consequential damages.
f.

Five

• i leritage * as been unjustly

enriched through its excessive recover/ in lIK l'"» xlnsitn
collai *

-

-1 il. *•' the

i-j. -is September 12, '1996 note and trust

deed .i> : - failure and reiii&ai K

", • i" iH '"(' I MM ' - contractu:!]

obligation against the value of the foreclosed real property, and \ «
been damaged by such wti>« ' > "ii" lii'i- ul in the amount Heritage has
received from

IMYC

entitled to rea

\ \,

transaction, less the amount Mi:n(.iy</ «wb
^ ations with Fi v i • .

HERl'lACK'S ANSWER AND DEFENSES:
Heritage denies all of Five F's cianiiL

'

heritage made a loan to

ve 1; in tl'K' ,1111*.»1' 111i ul 11 .JOO.000, which was secured by a note and trust deed \m svvrul'
sees of property, with assignment o I u • n i •• 1 i i « ; t omised to repay the $ 1,200,000 by
cemk/t 'i, i" '• '* i. but failed to do so, prompting Heritage to begin a non judicial foreclosure
ough a Trustee's Sale of its collateral.
In May of 1997, Heritage's foreclosure was stopped wh^

~ :»apter 11

kruptcy petition l;n •• f; i.iopn'-iru j plan at reorganization, which the United States

Bankruptcy Court for

(i

confirmed by order entered February 18, 1998. Under
I : "> •

the plan of reorganization, h v c I w as required to

.:

iiian May 31

1998, or if it * in I i mt do so, the confirmed plan expressly permitted Heritage to o* •
Trustee's Sale on the 10.44 -acre parcel secu:»-t. '
Heri' > •>

a

* i.« - <\ as nclu on July 13, N98

ader-beneficiary, credit bid $1,090,000, which was the > ^ n

sale and which therefore Heritage *v- f- u -lee aeecph J

e

J leritage thus acquired title to \h<- iv,.-.-.

anv i'« mvl ami m e F was credited with $1,090,000 against its loan kil.iiu <; Because ttiere was
a balance still owing on the Note, the plan further authorized Heritage to conduct a second
Trustee's Sale on the four-plex property that also-secured lip icm

'ux ordingly, a second

Trustee' Sale was held on August 12, 1998, at which sale Heritage credit bid $210,000, Th.-ii hid
vas the highest bid and was therefore accepted by Heritage as ti ustee.
v • • •< .K c, I id itage did not owe a fiduciary duty to Five F. Five F and I leinatic had • o
Dnfidential relation. Five F did not i• '*

Hrriiage k«t any business advice. Heritage did not

IM: .i p«'isilioji oi dominance with Five F, since it was merelv n '•; -»:

•

\

Moreover, Heritage in rh id- .i; hnslee Lreated i tu, i- la.. . r . Heritage fully complied
ith its statutory duties as trustee, including consulting win

.. of the sale of the

reels.
With respect to Five F's claim for breach oi L^

i good faith and fair

ding, Heritage asserts tLii d II,IM Hilly complied with the terms of its note and trust deed with
r

e F and did so in good faith.
OIKe 1; VM, I: iiefaulted on its Note and foreclosure proceedings be**:"igation to bid on the properties

.u .

• ..
5

:|

>-;^

.

.o

.«*; v,, en if Heritage elected to bid, it

was free to bid an amount it delonnmal

JJIOK

> led us interests. Five F's claim fails because

Heritage complied with all of its duties under the note and trust (let A Mo'e> "Wi, Inch

m

not justifiably expert i ! r tli.il I (tillage would bid at all; (2) that Heritage would bid the amount
*)t its debt or of any appraisal, especially when it considered the appraisals at best uncertain; or
{i) that

'

* <:eive as credit against its loan anything more than the highest bid at the

Trustee's Sale.
A-, ,i nulla til law, any evidence regarding the collateral property 01 it;. diK|v»;;i1ion .iih i
the trustee sale is irrelevant and madmi^il'le.
Five F's unjust enrichment claim fails for three reasons. First, an unjust enrichment
claim is precluded when,,,

HHTI

r. ,i v. i iiten contract, such as this, the note and trust deed. Second,

even assuming arguendo that this claim \* properly pai i ol ibis bwstui, n tails as a matter of
fairness. \ I* *•• "il i> 11 • I w a,t possible that Heritage would ultimately sell the subject proper! \ \\ ••
nore than the amount it had bid, Heritage also took the corresponding risk that the property
vould be sold for less than the amount of Heritage's bid. Under law and eq w 11 '• 1; n r 1 i •. 11 u
arty that bears the risks of the Trust

he outcome that Five F challenges was

i iiit)ti ii because Five F received what it had bargained for, and fiirth
njustly enriched because it rnvn nl
h

./X.HII"

f

t

vvlui tbe I mstee's Sale process mandated. Third,

. . -. rieritage's default rights and indirect costs are considered, there was no enrichment.
Finally, all of Five I1'1', rl.imis .IHJ barred by the doctrine of judicial estoppel Five F

oposed and succeeded in obtaining confirmation o;
>pectto Menlif;r",' l»-;i' t\ l

***

.... ;.t vided. with

J l- did not pay Heritage in full by May 31, 1 y9b, Heritage c

;n proceed to conduct a foreclosure sale n f I hv Id I H i, • pai eel and then, if it was not paid in
I1.

full from that sale, it could proceed to conduct a foreclosure sale of the remaining four-plex.
Heritage proceeded in strict accordance with Five F's confirmed plan, was the high bidder at the
first foreclosure sale, where it was not paid in full, and then scheduled the second foreclosure
sale, where it was also the high bidder. Thus, Heritage acquired title to all its collateral through
foreclosure, in strict accordance with Five F's confirmed bankruptcy plan. Consequently, Five F
is judicially estopped to challenge the validity and results of the foreclosure sales, as it attempts
to do in this suit.

D.

TRIAL OF CLAIMS BY COURT.

Five F's claim of unjust enrichment and Heritage's defense ofjudicial estoppel will be tried
oy the Court outside the presence of the jury. Five F stipulates that if its claim for breach of the
mplied covenant of good faith and fair dealing is submitted to the jury, then the unjust enrichment
laim is withdrawn. Facts unique to the unjust enrichment claim and the defense ofjudicial
stoppel, if any, shall not be argued to or in the presence of the jury.

E.

UNCONTROVERTED FACTS. The following facts are established by

imissions in the pleadings, by court order pursuant to Defendant's Motion for Summary
tdgment, or by stipulation of the parties and counsel.
1.

Plaintiff Five F is a Utah limited liability company with its principal place of

siness in St. George, Utah.
2.

Defendant Heritage Savings Bank is a Utah financial institution with its principal

ice of business in St. George, Utah.
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3.

On September 12, 1996, Heritage loaned Five F $1,200,000, and Five F executed

a Promissory Note in favor of Heritage in the amount of $1,200,000.00.
4.

The Note was secured by a Trust Deed with Assignment of Rents, through which

Five F conveyed to Heritage as Trustee, title to three parcels of real property, an undeveloped
parcel consisting of 10.44 acres, and two four-plexes.
5.

Prior to closing the loan to Five F, Heritage had received appraisals on the three

parcels of real property pledged to secure the loan (the 10.44-acre parcel of raw land, and the two
four-plexes), in the amounts, respectively, of $1,640,000.00, $306,000.00, and $306,000.00.
6.

Mr. Fowler was aware of these appraisal valuations at the time of the closing.

7.

Heritage was the Beneficiary and also the Trustee under the Trust Deed, of which

Fowler was aware when he signed the Trust Deed.
8.

Five F defaulted in its obligations under the Note, by failing to pay all principal

and accrued interest by December 31,1996, as required by the Note.
9.

On February 28,1997, Heritage as Trustee commenced a nonjudicial foreclosure

proceeding against all three parcels of real property by filing a Notice of Default with the
Washington County Recorder.
10.

At the time of the December 31,1998 default, Five F owed Heritage on its Note

he full principal amount of approximately $1,200,000 plus interest and costs to be incurred in
breclosure.
11.

On March 17,1998, Five F made a partial payment on the loan of $240,000, in

xchange for reconveyance of one of the two four-plexes.

8

12.

Heritage's foreclosure proceeding was interrupted when, on or about May 23,

1997, Five F filed a chapter 11 bankruptcy petition.
13.

In connection with the chapter 11 proceeding, Heritage assessed its lien against

the real property securing the Note, as well as the rents collected by Five F from the remaining
four-plex property.
14.

In its chapter 11 bankruptcy case Five F sought and obtained confirmation of a

Plan of Reorganization, which was confirmed by order of the bankruptcy court on February 18,
1998.
15.

Five F's Plan of Reorganization provided that Heritage could proceed with its

foreclosure of the property if Five F did not paid Heritage in full by May 31,1998.
16.

Five F failed to pay Heritage in full by May 31,1998.

17.

A trustee's sale was held on the 10.44-acre tract on July 13, 1998.

18.

At the July 13,1998, trustee's sale, Heritage credit bid $1,090,000 and acquired

title to the 10.44-acre parcel.
19.

On August 12,1998, a trustee's sale was held on the four-plex property.

20.

At the August 12, 1998 Trustee's Sale, Heritage credit bid $210,000.00 and

icquired title to the four-plex property.
21.

Heritage sold the four-plex to a third party on about August 20, 1998, for

5280,000.00, yielding net sale proceeds to Heritage of $261,009.10.
22.

On October 6,2000, Heritage sold the 10.44-acre parcel for $1,682,000.00.

9

F.

CONTESTED ISSUES OF FACT. l The contested issues of fact remaining for

decision are:
1.

PLAINTIFF'S CONTESTED ISSUES OF FACT:
a.

Whether Five F and its representatives reposed their trust or
confidence in Heritage as Trustee and relied on Heritage's
guidance.

b.

Whether

Heritage

was

in

a position

to

exercise

extraordinary influence over Five F in the handling of the loan and
foreclosure of the collateral.
c.

Whether Heritage stood in a dominant position vis-a-vis
Five F in the handling of its loan and the foreclosure of the
collateral.

d.

Whether Heritage as Trustee allowed Five F to participate
in any meaningful way in the Trustee's Sale, including the
calculation of the credit bid, and the calculation of balance owed.

e.

Whether Heritage as Trustee acted in the interest of Five F
with a high punctilio of honor in its capacity as Trustee under its
Promissory Note and Trust Deed with Five F.

f.

Whether Five F was damaged as a consequence of
Heritage's conduct.

By including various contested issues of fact or law herein, the parties do not agree that such issues are material,
relevant, properly pleaded, or otherwise correct, and specifically reserve their right to argue against such issue at

10

g.

Whether Heritage's conduct as Trustee was wanton,
intentional, purposeful or in reckless disregard of the contractual
and legal rights of Five F.

h.

The extent of the income and wealth of Heritage.

i.

Whether there is a probability that Heritage might repeat
the conduct complained of.

j.

Whether as a result of the amounts paid to Heritage by Five
F, together with the value of the real property taken by Heritage in
foreclosure,

Heritage

has

received

the benefit

of

assets

substantially in excess of the obligation arising in Five F under the
Note and Trust Deed, to the detriment of Five F.
k.

Whether Five F understood that, in the event of Five F's
default, Heritage could foreclose on the property used as collateral,
but that value of the collateral would not be considered as credit
against the loan.

1.

Whether Five F was justified in expecting to be obligated
under its Promissory Note and Trust Deed with Heritage only to
the extent of the face amount of the note, plus interest together
with costs and fees.

trial. Specifically, the parties have included contested issues of fact and law consistent with their prior positions
presented to the Court in its motion, in order to preserve those issues.
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m.

Whether Five F expected to lose all of its collateral pledged
to secure its Promissory Note with Heritage notwithstanding the
actual value of the pledged property and its contractual obligations
under the terms of the Promissory Note.

n.

Whether Heritage determined its credit bid at the sale of the
10.44 acres, by deducting $225,000 from what it calculated Five F
owed it, expecting it could retrieve this amount from a subsequent
quick sale of the four-plex, which decision was made with full
knowledge and consideration of the September 1996 appraisal of
the 10.44 acres in the amount of $1,640,000, the April 1998
appraisal in the amount of $1,830,000 and $1,380,000, and, that by
Heritage's calculations, as of the date of the sale, Five F owed
Heritage $1,314,685.33.

o.

Whether Heritage determined the amount to be credit bid at
the Trustee's Sale of Five F's four-plex by deducting from the
amount it calculated remained owed by Five F an amount
calculated to be the approximate amount of rents which had been
collected and were being held in a reserve account pursuant to the
bankruptcy court's order.

p.

Whether Heritage's conduct in the performance of its
obligations as Beneficiary under its Promissory Note and Trust
Deed with Five F was contrary to Five F's justified expectations.
12

q.

Whether Five F was damaged

directly and as a

consequence of Heritage's actions under the performance of its
obligations under the Note and Trust Deed.
r.

Alternatively, whether Heritage received a windfall outside
of its contractual obligations in the foreclosure and subsequent sale
of the collateral

s.

Whether Five F intended to bestow the value of the pledged
collateral notwithstanding its value and Five F's contractual
obligations,

t.

Whether Heritage was paid in full upon foreclosure of the
10.44 acres on Five F's obligation under the Promissory Note and
Trust Deed,

u.

What amount is required in equity to make Five F whole as
a result of Heritage's unjust enrichment.

2.

DEFENDANT'S CONTESTED ISSUES OF FACT
a.

Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim
(1)

Did Heritage as trustee conduct the trustee sales in
accordance with the statutory requirements?

(2)

Did Heritage, above and beyond its role as lender and
mortgagee, have and exercise extraordinary influence over

13

Five F? If so, did Heritage exercise that influence
unlawfully?
(3)

Did Heritage, above and beyond its role as lender and
mortgagee, because of dependence, weakness of age, state
of mental strength or state of business intelligence, hold a
position of superiority or dominance over Five F? If so, did
Heritage use that position of superiority or dominance
unlawfully?

(4)

Did Five F, separate and apart from its pledge of property
as collateral for its loan from Heritage, otherwise place its
property in the charge of Heritage?

(5)

Did Heritage, above and beyond its role as lender and
mortgagee, have an overmastering influence over Five F?
If so, did Heritage use that influence unlawfully?

(6)

Did Five F, with Heritage's understanding, repose a
continuous trust in the skill and integrity of Heritage, above
and beyond the borrower-lender relationship?

(7)

Were the note and trust deed negotiated at arm's length?

14

(8)

Did Five F request Heritage as trustee to consult with it in
any respect?

(9)

Did Heritage as trustee have a fiduciary duty to Five F?

(10)

If Heritage as trustee had a fiduciary duty to Five F, was
Five F injured by Heritage's conduct as trustee?

(11)

If Five F was injured by Heritage's conduct as trustee, what
damages did it suffer?

(12)

If someone else had been substituted to act as trustee under
the trust deed, would the outcome of the trustee's sales
have been altered in any way?

(13)

By the time the foreclosure sales were conducted, had the
relationship between Heritage and Five F become
"adversarial," such that any fiduciary duties that may have
existed were extinguished?

b.

Breach of Contract Claim
(1)

Did Heritage breach the implied covenant of good faith and
fair dealing?

15

(2)

Did Five F expressly agree in its confirmed Chapter 11 plan
that, in the event Heritage was not paid in full by May 31,
1998, it could proceed with a trustee sale on the 10.4 acre
parcel and then, if the proceeds from the trustee sale did not
pay in full the Note, it could conduct a foreclosure sale of
the four-plex?

(3)

Under the operation of the trust deed and trust deed statute,
was Heritage paid the amount of the proceeds of the trustee
sale or some other amount?

(4)

Did Five F have a justified expectation under its contract
with Heritage, i.e., the promissory note, trust deed, and
confirmed Chapter 11 plan, that if Heritage bid at the
trustee sale, it would bid an amount for the 10.4 acre parcel
equal to or greater than the fair market value, or the amount
of any appraisal it had in its possession?

(5)

Did Five F have a justified expectation that Heritage would
not foreclose, under any circumstances, on all of its
collateral?

(a)

Did Five F ever disclose this expectation to
Heritage?
16

(b)

Did Five F deliberately fail to disclose this
expectation to Heritage to induce Heritage to make
the loan?

(c)

Was Heritage "paid in full" by its foreclosure on the
10.44 acre parcel?

(6)

Did Five F have a justified expectation that in the event of
foreclosure its collateral would not be sold at the Trustee's
Sale to the highest bidder, which amount would be applied
to its debt?

(7)

Would the obligations that Five F seeks to enforce against
Heritage result in a better contract for Five F than the
contract that Five F actually entered into with Heritage?

(8)

Is Five F attempting to establish new, independent rights or
duties that were not created in the parties' contract, or
agreed by Heritage?

(9)

In connection with the two foreclosure sales, did Heritage
fully comply with all provisions of the trust deed and the
foreclosure statute?

17

(10)

Did Five F have a justifiable expectation that Heritage
would consult with it about and agree upon Five F's
position on the calculation of the bids it presented at the
trustee sales?

(11)

Did Five F suffer damages as a result of any breach of the
implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing?

(12)

What damages, if any, were suffered by Five F as a result
of any breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair
dealing?

c.

Unjust Enrichment Claim
(1)

Was there an express contract governing the rights of
Heritage and Five F in the event of a default on the Note by
FiveF?

(2)

Did Five F confer a benefit upon Heritage through
Heritage's exercise of its contractual foreclosure rights?

(3)

If so, at the time such benefit was conferred, was Heritage
aware of the benefit?

18

(4)

Under the circumstances, would it be inequitable for
Heritage to retain any benefit received through its exercise
of its contractual foreclosure rights?

(5)

Did Five F engage in inequitable conduct to induce
Heritage to enter into the contracts or otherwise engage in
inequitable conduct?

G.

CONTESTED ISSUES OF LAW. The contested issues of law, in addition to

those implicit in the foregoing issues of fact, are:
1.

PLAINTIFF'S CONTESTED ISSUES OF LAW
a.

Whether Heritage as trustee under the trust deed between Heritage

Bank and Five F owed Five F a fiduciary duty.
b.

Whether Heritage breached that duty by failing to act in the

interest of Five F and to accord itself with a high punctilio of honor.
c.

Whether Heritage's conduct was consistent with Five F's justified

expectations under Five F's promissory note and trust deed with Heritage.
d.

Whether Five F's confirmed Chapter 11 Bankruptcy Plan is a bar

to the instant action.
e.

Whether Heritage's duty under the Trust Deed is greater than the

mere obligation to sell the pledged property in accordance with the default
provision of the Trust Deed.
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£

Whether Heritage's conduct in foreclosing on Five F's property

comported with all requirements of Utah law.
g.

Whether Heritage has been unjustly enriched.

DEFENDANT'S CONTESTED ISSUES OF LAW
a.

Breach of Fiduciary Duty Claim
(1)

Did Heritage as trustee have a fiduciary duty to Five F as
trustor when its only relation with Five F was as a lender
negotiating with Five F at arm's length?

(2)

In light of Utah Code Ann. § 57-l-27(l)(1988), did
Heritage as trustee have any duty to consult with Five F
about the trustee sale other than as to "the order in which
the trust property shall be sold?"

(3)

Did Heritage as Trustee owe a fiduciary duty to Five F as
trustor under the facts of this case?

(4)

After the relationship between Heritage and Five F had
turned adversarial, did Heritage owe any fiduciary duty to
Five F?

(5)

Can a trier of fact consider any evidence regarding the
collateral property or its disposition after the trustee sale?
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(6)

Can Five F now seek punitive damages under its breach of
fiduciary duty claim when it did not pray for such damages
or allege wanton, intentional or reckless conduct in its
complaint?

(7)

Can Five F now seek lost profits under its breach of
fiduciary duty claim when it did not pray for such damages
and absent expert testimony, evidence of profits of similar
businesses or evidence of subsequent profits?

b.

Breach of Contract Claim
(1)

Did Heritage as lender or beneficiary have a contractual
duty to bid at the trustee sale of the 10.4 acre parcel?

(2)

If Heritage decided to bid on the 10.4 acre parcel, did it
have a contractual duty to bid the fair market value of the
parcel or the amount of an appraisal in its possession?

(3)

Was Heritage as beneficiary entitled to bid an amount at the
trustee sale on the 10.4 acre parcel that it determined
necessary to avoid any risk of loss or protect its own
interests?

(4)

Is the note, trust deed and bankruptcy plan ambiguous in
any material respect? Is parol evidence of Five F's
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purported expectations admissible where those expectations
are nowhere reflected in the promissory note, trust deed, or
confirmed plan?
(5)

As a matter of law, could Five F have a justified
expectation as to what would be bid or accepted at the
trustee sale other than the highest bid?

(6)

Once the trustee sale under the deed of trust occurred, if it
complied with all statutory requirements, were Five F's
rights fully extinguished with respect to the property sold?

(7)

Can the trier of fact consider any evidence regarding the
collateral property or its disposition after the Trustee sale?

(8)

Does the party's contract in this case - that is, the
promissory note, trust deed, and confirmed Chapter 11 plan
- specifically authorize Heritage to foreclose against the
10.4 acre parcel and then, if not paid in full from that sale,
foreclose against the four-plex and acquire both at the
foreclosure sales by credit bid, thus precluding any claim
for breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair
dealing as a matter of law?
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(9)

By conducting the two separate foreclosure sales in
accordance with the terms of the confirmed chapter 11
plan, was Heritage simply exercising its express contractual
rights, thus precluding the assertion of any claim for breach
of the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing?

(10)

Do the obligations that Five F seeks to imply, through the
implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing, result in a
better contract for Five F than the contract that was actually
entered into with Heritage and proposed by Five F in its
chapter 11 plan, thus precluding the assertion of any claim
for breach of implied covenant?

(11)

By pursuing this claim is Five F attempting to establish
new, independent rights or duties, that were not created in
the parties' contract, or agreed to by Heritage?

(12)

Where Heritage fully complied with all provisions of the
Note, Trust Deed, Chapter 11 Bankruptcy Plan and trust
deed foreclosure statute, can it be held liable for breach of
the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing?

(13)

May Five F introduce evidence of lost profits when it did
not pray for such damages and absent expert testimony,
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evidence of profits of similar businesses or evidence of
subsequent profits?
(14)

May Five F introduce evidence on Heritage's internal rate
of return with respect to its breach of contract claim?

c.

Unjust Enrichment Claim
(1)

As a matter of law, can Five F bring a claim for unjust
enrichment where there is an express contract governing
the rights of Heritage and Five F in the event of a default
on the Note by Five F?

(2)

Was Heritage unjustly enriched through its exercise of its
contractually agreed upon foreclosure rights?

(3)

Does Five F's inequitable conduct in inducing Heritage to
make the loan preclude it from obtaining the equitable
remedy of unjust enrichment?

d.

Other
(1)

Is Five F's confirmed bankruptcy plan a bar to any or all of
Five F's claims under a theory of judicial estoppel?
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(2)

As a matter of law, can Five F attack the validity of the
Plan of Reorganization it successfully advanced in its
Chapter 11 bankruptcy proceeding?

(3)

Did the Plan of Reorganization, advanced by Five F and
adopted by the bankruptcy court, give Heritage the legal
right to foreclose on the second parcel if it was not "paid in
full" by foreclosure on the first parcel?

(4)

Under Rule 9(g), Utah Rules of Civil Procedure, may Five
F recover alleged damages consisting of lost profits and
loss of good will, when such alleged damages were not
specifically prayed for in Five F's Amended Complaint?

(5)

As a matter of law, if Five F's obligation to Heritage under
the Note was not satisfied by the proceeds of the first
trustee sale, was it entitled to proceed with the trustee sale
on the second parcel?

H.

ATTORNEYS' FEES. The parties reserve their arguments, if any, regarding their

ight to attorneys' fees and their entitlement to attorneys' fees for later presentation to the Court.
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I.

EXHIBITS
1.

PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBITS. Five F's exhibits will be provided to Heritage

by October 5,2001 by 10:00 a.m.
2.

DEFENDANT'S EXHIBITS. Heritage's exhibits will be provided to Five

F by October 5,2001 by 10:00 a.m.
3.

EXHIBITS IN CUSTODY OF COURT CLERK. Exhibits received in

evidence and placed in the custody of the clerk may be withdrawn from the
clerk's office upon signing of receipts therefor by the respective parties offering
them. The exhibits shall be returned to the clerk's office within a reasonable time
and in the meantime shall be available for inspection at the request of other
parties.
4.

EXHIBITS IN CUSTODY OF PARTIES. Exhibits identified and

offered that remain in the custody of the party offering them shall be made
available for review by the offering party to any other party to the action that
requests access to them in writing.
5.

AUTHENTICITY. The parties shall file any objection to the authenticity

of proposed exhibits not later than five business days from receipt of an exhibit.
The proposed exhibits are subject to all other objections, if any, by an opposing
party at the trial.
6.

SUPPLEMENTAL EXHIBITS. If exhibits other than those exchanged

on the date stated above are to be offered, the existence of which could not have
reasonably been anticipated, they will be submitted to opposing counsel at least
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72 hours before their introduction at trial. The opposing party reserves its right to
object to such exhibits, outside the presence of the jury, by objection at trial or on
motion.
7.

IMPEACHMENT EXHIBITS. Any exhibits to be used for

impeachment of a witness called by an opposing party that are not otherwise
disclosed pursuant to another part of this Order to the extent their use can be
reasonably anticipated, shall be submitted to opposing counsel by 5:00 p.m. on
the day preceding their proposed use, provided that the Court may permit use of
such exhibits on shorter notice upon a showing of good cause. The foregoing
does not apply to the use of documents for impeachment purposes that a party
does not intend to offer as an exhibit. A party may object to the admission of an
exhibit introduced pursuant to the provisions of this paragraph upon a showing of
undue surprise and prejudice caused by the failure of the proponent to disclose its
intended use of the document earlier.
8.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS.
a.

Enlargement of Exhibits. Each party may, for demonstrative

purposes, enlarge any exhibit, provided that (i) a copy of the exhibit to be
enlarged has been provided to opposing counsel; (ii) the exhibit has been
properly offered into evidence; and (iii) the exhibit has been received by
the Court. Each party reserves the right to object to use of any exhibit that
has been enlarged. Enlarged exhibits shall be used during the trial only
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and will not be received into evidence and will not accompany the jury
into the jury room, unless otherwise stipulated by the parties.
b.

Other Demonstrative Exhibits. The parties need not exchange or

identify demonstrative exhibits at the time that the parties exchange other
exhibits on October 5, 2001. If a party intends to use a demonstrative
exhibit at trial, it shall provide 24 hours notice to the opposing party so
that objections, if any, to the use of the proposed demonstrative exhibit
can be made and those objections resolved by the Court not later than the
afternoon preceding the day on which the proposed demonstrative exhibit
is to be used.
c.

Summaries of Voluminous Documents. Documents that

constitute summaries pursuant to Utah R. Evid. 1006, which may be
offered in evidence, also need not be identified at the time the parties
exchange other exhibits on October 5, 2001. However, the categories of
source documents for such potential summaries should be exchanged by
the parties on October 5, 2001. Such documents shall be numbered as
exhibits. The parties shall provide copies of such summaries that they
intend to offer as exhibits on or before October 15, 2001. The parties may
seek exceptions from the Court for good cause.
9.

USE OF EXHIBITS BY OTHER PARTY. Each party reserves the

right to offer into evidence an exhibit identified by any other party.
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10.

NUMBERING OF EXHIBITS. Five F may number its proposed

exhibits beginning "P-l" and continuing with the use of consecutive numbers.
Heritage may number its proposed exhibits beginning with the letter "D" followed
by the next consecutive number after the last number used by Five F.
WITNESSES.
1.

In the absence of reasonable notice to opposing counsel to the contrary:
a.

b.

c.

Plaintiff will call as lay witnesses:
1.

Ray Fowler

2.

William T. Thurman

3.

Brian Chadaz

4.

Daniel Johnson

5.

Randy Rynearson

6.

StanMcConkie

Plaintiff may call as lay witnesses:
1.

Cathy Fowler

2.

Brent Beesley

3.

Thomas Rich

4.

Any witness called by Defendant

Expert witnesses Plaintiff will call at trial
1.

Derk Rasmussen, RGL Gallagher
136 East So. Temple, Suite 1770
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
(801) 355-0400

d.

Expert witnesses Plaintiff may call at trial
1.

2.

John K.Bushnell, MAI
3446 Chaparral Drive
St. George, Utah 84790

In the absence of reasonable notice to opposing counsel to the contrary2:
a.

b.

c.

Defendant will call as lay witnesses:
1.

Brent Beesley

2.

Brian Chadaz

3.

Raymond Fowler

4.

Bill Thurman

Defendant may call as lay witnesses:
1.

Kathy Fowler

2.

Kerry Soper

3.

Gary Esplin, City Manager, St. George, Utah

4.

Tom Rich

5.

Any witness subpoenaed by plaintiff

6.

Any witness listed by plaintiff

7.

Any witness called by plaintiff

Defendant will call as expert witnesses:
1.

Merrill Norman

2.

David Thomas

" The parties reserve the right to call any witness listed here by deposition if such witness is unavailable.
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d.

Defendant may call as expert witnesses:
1.

e.
3.

None at this time.

Defendant may call other rebuttal witnesses as needed.

Testimony Offered by Deposition. A party intending to present

testimony by deposition shall designate the portions of the deposition testimony to
be presented not later than October 12, 2001. Cross-designations to such
depositions shall be made not later than October 17,2001. Further crossdesignations may be made upon reasonable notice to the opposing party, and in
any event prior to trial. Exceptions may be made upon stipulation of the parties or
by the Court for good cause shown.
4.

Other Witnesses. In the event that witnesses other than those listed are to

be called to testify at the trial, a statement of their names, addresses, and the
general subject matter of their testimony will be served upon opposing counsel on
or before October 17, 2001. This restriction shall not apply to rebuttal witnesses
whose testimony, where required, cannot be reasonably anticipated before the
time of trial.
5.

Notice of Witnesses. Each party will provide to the other party two days

advance notice of the witnesses (including witnesses whose testimony being
offered by deposition), and the order in which it intends to call those witnesses on
each trial day, subject to any unforeseeable changes in the length or scheduling of
witnesses.
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K.

REQUESTS FOR INSTRUCTIONS. Requests for instructions to the jury and

special requests for voir dire examination of the jury will be submitted on October 17,2001,
subject to further rulings of the Court. The parties reserve the right to supplement their proposed
jury instructions, and such supplementation shall be submitted to opposing counsel and the Court
no later than October 22,2001. The parties shall submit two hard copy versions of proposed jury
instructions: one with annotations, and the other without annotations, and also shall bring to trial
these proposed jury instructions on computer discs, in Corel WordPerfect 8 format.

L.

TRIAL BRIEF. The parties may submit a trial brief to the Court and to opposing

counsel by October 18, 2001.

M.

AMENDMENTS TO PLEADINGS. Five F filed its First Amended Complaint

on May 11,1999. The deadline for amending pleadings as established by the Court has expired.
There were no other requests to amend pleadings.

N.

DISCOVERY. Discovery has been completed.

O.

PENDING MOTIONS. The following motions are pending in whole or in part:
1.
Heritage's Motion In Limine Re: Damages Claims, which the Court took
under advisement.
2.
Heritage's Motion In Limine Re: Certain Accounting Documents For The
Five F Loan And Documents Produced By Deloitte & Touche, issues on which
the Court reserved until the time of trial.
3.
The Court took under advisement the issue of whether Plaintiff could seek
punitive damages.
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P.

JUROR NOTEBOOKS. At the commencement of deliberations, each juror may

be provided with a notebook containing materials mutually agreed to by the parties, or otherwise
ordered by the Court. The cost of such notebooks shall be borne by both parties equally.
Q.

SPECIAL VERDICT. The parties will submit a special verdict form to the

Court on October 19,2001.
R.

TRIAL SETTING. The case is set for a jury trial on October 22-26,2001 at 9:00

a.m. at the Fifth Judicial District Courthouse, Washington County, Utah. Counsel for both parties
shall arrive the first day of trial at 8:45 a.m.
S.

MODIFICATIONS TO PRETRIAL ORDER. The parties may request a

modification of this order as a result of any subsequent rulings by the Court and/or intervening
events that necessitate modification of this order.
T.

POSSIBILITY OF SETTLEMENT. Possibility of settlement is considered poor.

DATED this f ( "day of October, 2001.
BY THE COURT

J. Philip Eves
District Court Judge
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The foregoing proposed pretrial order (prior to execution by the court) is hereby adopted this
day of October, 2001.

614360v3
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING
I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing AMENDED PROPOSED
PRETRIAL ORDER was mailed, postage prepaid, on this \ h
following:
Benson L. Hathaway
Aimee K. Martinez
STIRBA & HATHAWAY
215 South State Street, Suite 1150
P. O. Box 810
Salt Lake City, Utah 84110-0810
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day of October, 2001 to the

